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The New Conveyancing Counsel to the Court. 


Mr. Artour Unperuitt, LL.D., has been appointed one of 


AND | the conveyancing counsel of the High Court of Justice in the 
place of Mr. E. 
an experienced conveyancer and a well-equipped lawyer, and we 
believe that the appointment will prove to be a very satisfactory 
one. Mr, Unperuitt was called to the bar in 1872. 
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Mr. Tuomas Warrreysury Wueewer, K.C., has been 


appointed Judge of the County Courts of Cambridgeshire, &c., on 
Circuit 35, in the place of his Honour Judge Saorrr, who has 
been transferred to Circuit 49. Mr. WugEcer was called to the 
bar in 1865, and has practised on the Northern Circuit. 


New Solicitor Knights. 

Tae Birtupay list of honours contains the names of two 
solicitors on whom the honour of knighthood has been conferred— 
viz., Mr. Aveustrus Hetpser, M.P., of the firm of Messrs. 
Brockbank, Helder, & Co., of Whitehaven, and Mr. Taomas 
Sxewes-Oox, M.P., J.P., of the firm of Messrs. Skewes-Cox, 
Nash, & Co., of Richmond, Surrey, and 8, Lancaster-place, 


Strand, London. 


The Meaning of a Name. 
THE OLD question, “ What’s in a name?” still continues to 
exercise the minds of those who trafficin the law. Warrriveron, 
J., last week decided that the name of one man might, and 
under the circumstances did, mean in fact four other persons : 
Wray v. Wray (1905, W.N.,p. 111). Wa. Wray carried on 
business in partnership with his two sons and a nephew under 
his own name until 1885, when he died. His widow was there- 
upon admitted as a partner in his place, and the business was 
thenceforward carried bs a the old name of ~ Ww. Wray.” 
In 1890 the firm pu real property for the purposes of 
their business and ae for it with partnership funds. A con- 
veyance was taken to “‘ Wm. Wray, of &c., optician,” and was 
executed by one of the partners, who signed the name “ Wx. 
Wray,” with the concurrence of the others. On a subsequent 
dealing with the property, a vendor and purchaser summons was 
taken out asking for a declaration that the legal estate was 
vested in the persons carrying on the business as “ Ws. Wray.” 
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The learned judge made the declaration, following Maugham 
v. Sharpe (17 C. B. N.S. 443), though in that case the property 
was personalty. It is laid down in Com. Dig. (‘ Fait,” B. 1) 
that it is not essential to a deed that the party should subscribe 
his name, and “therefore a variance in the name subscribed from 
the name of the defendant does not prejudice, if it be found that 
the defendant executed it.” 


Decisions as to Names. 


THE orp authorities contain many dicta settling proposi- 
tions with regard to names which have now become almost 
axiomatic. or instance, it is stated in 4 T. R., p. 313, 
that “if a person execute a deed for himself and partner, 
and in his presence, it is a good execution, though sealed 
only once.” Again, “If a man be baptized by one name, 
and known by another, a grant by the name by which he is 
known shall be good.” In Carruthers v. Sheddun (6 Taunt. 14) 
a policy of insurance had been effected by a firm (consisting of 
two persons, and known as D. & Oo.), in conjunction with three 
other persons, in the name of the firm. It was held that 
there was a latent ambiguity, to be explained by evidence, 
whether the style “D. & Co.” in that instance meant the 
two partners only, or the firm and the three others. In 
Maugham vy. Sharpe (ubi supra) it was decided that an assign- 
ment of goods to ‘“‘The City Investment and Advance Co.” 
enured as an assignment to B. and C. so soon as it was ascer- 
tained that B. and C. were the persons carrying on business under 
that name. The latent ambiguity in Wray v. Wray was perhaps 
not quite of the same nature as that in Carruthers v. Sheddon 
(ubt supra), as at the time of the conveyance there was in fact no 
actual person named Wa. Wray, but a considerable amount of 
difficulty would have ensued had the judge held that evidence 
was not admissible to explain the meaning of the name. The 
recent case is, by the way, interesting as an example of the 
rapidity with which the rights of the parties may now be 
determined. The decision was obtained in less than a fortnight 
from the date of ‘‘counsel’s opinion” on the point, under 
order 544, whereas a similar difficulty at the date of the 
authorities cited would have involved the delay and expense 
inseparable from a suit in Chancery. 


Infringing a Restraint in Respect of Space by 
Correspondence. 

THE PROMINENCE which the post office assumes in the conduct 
of ordinary business makes it difficult sometimes to decide in 
what locality any particular act is done, and the difficulty is 
specially felt in the construction of covenants which restrain the 
carrying on of business within a specified area. An example 
of this is afforded by Edmundson v. Render (reported elsewhere). 
The defendant had been articled to the plaintiff, who is a 
solicitor, and he had covenanted not to do any work usually 
done by solicitors within a specified area without the written 
permission of the plaintiff or his firm. The defendant served 
the plaintiff under his articles till 1899, and subsequently, on 
being admitted, he opened an office at a town outside the area 
and practised there. But he bad clients who resided within the 
area, and on two occasions he wrote letters, on behalf of such 
clients, to persons at addresses within the area. He also himself 
resided within the area. It was contended that he had com- 
mitted a breach of covenant, and Bucxtey, J., decided that 
this was so. No weight seems to have been attached to the fact 
that he and his clients resided within the area. The question 
was whether he had done solicitor’s work within the area, and 
as to this there could be little doubt. If a man can make use of 
the post office to annihilate the limitations of space, there would 
be little meaning in restrictive covenants in cases where business 
can be conducted by correspondence. It was urged on behalf 
of the defendant that the post office was the agent, not 
of the sender, but of the recipient of the letter, and 
reference was made to the cases in which an accept- 
ance of an offer by letter has been held to be complete upon 
the posting of the letter. But these cases rest upon the principle 
that the person who made the offer has expressly or impliedly 
authorized the sending of the acceptance by post. The general 
rule is that, as between the sender of a letter and the person to 





and the delivery of a letter to the post office for transmission jg 
no delivery to the person to whom it is addressed until actually 
received by him: Leake on Contracts (4th ed.), p. 19. In 
accordance with this principle Bucxtey, J., held that a person 
who writes a letter to another at an address within a particular 
district does an act within that district, ani hence the defendant 
had committed a breach of the covenant. 


The War Stores (Commission) Bill. 
Tue veep for further inquiry into the allegations raised by 


tion into the status and powers of a Royal Commission. At first 
it was thought that the Warlike Stores Commission in 1886, of 
which Sir J. F. Srzepuen was chairman, afforded an almost exact 
precedent to meet the requirements of the present situation. Full 
power and authority were purported to be given to the commis. 
sioners to administer an oath to any person examined before 
them. Colonel Hors, who was intimately associated with the 
inquiry, wrote to the Zimes in correction of the statement that 
the commissioners exercised this power. He cited an unreported 
case, in which the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council 
rejected evidence taken before the commission because it had 
not been heard upon oath. The point cannot be placed beyond 
dispute, as the evidence was not published, and the commis- 
sioners do not refer to their powers in their report, beyond 
mentioning the disappointment of some witnesses at their 
inability tu call for books and papers. It became clear, there- 
fore, that the present commission would need to have greater 
authority than the commission of 1886. An Act of Parlia- 
ment is necessary. The Metropolitan Board (Commission) 
Act, 1888, affords the latest precedent for the Bill which 
has been now introduced by the Attorney-General. By 
this Bill the commissioners are invested with the powers 
of the High Court, or any judge thereof. in respect of the 
following matters—viz.: (1) Enforcing the attendance of 
witnesses and examining them on oath, affirmation, or otherwise, 
and the issue of a commission or a request to examine witnesses 
abroad; (2) compelling the production of documents; and (3) 
punishing persons guilty of contempt. The commissioners can 
enforce their authority by committal to prison for a period not 
exceeding three months, and persons who wilfully give false 
evidence on oath before the commission are made liable to the 
penalties for perjury. Mr. Justice Day, as chairman of the 
Belfast Riots Commission, 1886, ruled that solicitors or counsel 
could only be heard before a Royal Commission as amici curia, 
and not directly as representing their clients. Accordingly, 
section 3 of the Metropolitan Board (Commission) Act, 1888, 
enacted that any persons authorized by the commissioners 
might appear by counsel or solicitor. This clause does not 
appear in the War Stores (Commission) Bill, so the pre 
sumption is that interested parties are not intended to have 
the assistance of any professional advocate. On the other 
hand, there are important additions to the indemnity clause. 
The commissioners cannot excuse witnesses from answering 
questions on the ground that the answer might tend to 
incriminate them. ‘The inclusion of proceedings before a court- 
martial among the proceedings against witnesses who obtain a 
certificate which are to be stayed, is required by the nature of 
the present inquiry. Prosecutions for perjury before the com- 
missioners are, of course, placed outside the provisions of the 
indemnity clause, and such prosecutions are to include pro- 
ceedings for ‘‘ having procured, or attempted or conspired to 
procure” the giving of false evidence. The rights of the South 
African legislatures and courts are safeguarded by a proviso 
that the Act shall only apply to sittings of the commission in the 
United Kingdom. 


7 
Succession Duty on Transferred Successions. 


Tue vectsion of the House of Lords in Duke of Northumberland 
v. Attorney-General (Times, 4th inst.) finally disposes of the 
exemption from succession duty which Jessxr, M.R., introduced 
in Re Cooper and Allen to Harlech (4 Ch. D. 802) for certain cases 
falling within section 15 of the Succession Duty Act of 1853, 
and it is noteworthy for the exposition given by Lord 
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relates to cases where a reversionary interest becomes vested, 

while still in reversion, ‘‘ by alienation or by any title not con- 

ferring a new succession” in some person other than the 

original successor, and it provides that ‘‘the du payable in 

respect thereof shall be paid at the same rate and times as the 

same would have been payable if no such alienation 

had been made or derivative title created.” Thus 

suppose that land has been devised to A. for life, remainder 

to B. in fee, and that B. sells the remainder to O. 

If A. dies first, it does not seem to have been doubted that suc- 

cession duty is payable as though B. were still entitled to the 

remainder. But suppose B. dies first, as happened in Solicitor- 

General v. Law Reversionary Interest Society (L. R. 8 Ex, 233). It 
was there contended that upon A.’s death, since there could be 
no succession by B., O. took the land free from duty, but this 
was rejected by the court, and it was held that C. must pay duty 
in respect of the death of A. at the same rate that B. would have 
paid had he succeeded and paid the duty. Next, suppose C. dies 
first. This will create a succession in favour of the person 
who takes under him, and in respect of that succession 
there must be a payment of duty. Then A. dies, In Re 
Cooper and Allen it was contended that no fresh succession 
duty, as upon a succession by B. to.A., would now be pay- 
able. The property had started on a new course of devolu- 
tion under ©. in respect of which duty had been paid, 
and therefore the liability to duty under the old succes- 
sion was discharged. Jxsset, M.R., assented to this, and 
he arrived at the result by a somewhat forced construction of 
the phrase ‘‘ by alienation or by any title not conferring a new 
succession.”” He read the words in italics as qualifying “ aliena- 
tion,” and treated the sale of the reversion to OC. as an aliena- 
tion conferring a new succession so as to be excluded from 
section 15, Butthis construction was disapproved in Wolevrton v. 
Attorney-General (1898, A. C. 535), and has now been held to be 
erroneous. Moreover, a new view is taken of the term 
“successor.” According to Lord Macnacuren, the alienee— 
that is, C.—becomes ‘‘ the successor,” and the alienor, B., is the 
“predecessor.” In general C.is a stranger, and upon the death of 
A. duty at the rate of 10 per cent. would be payable, but this is 
avoided by section 15. That section does not save O. from any pay- 
ment of duty, but it regulates the rate of duty, and provides that 
it shall be the same as if no alienation had taken place. Hence, 
whatever be the order in which A. B. and OC. die, the death of A. 
makes duty payable on the property, and the rate is fixed upon 
the supposition that the succession takes place in favour of B. 
The two points of the decision are (1) that it treats the alienee 
as the ‘“‘successor” and therein differs from the reasoning in 
Solicitor-General v. Law Reversionary Intergst Society (supra), 
though the result of that case was correct; and (2) that Re 
Cooper and Allen (supra) is no longer law. 


The Scottish Churches Case. 


Tax question has been raised whether Parliament, in providing 
a settlement of the Scottish Churches case, is acting in a judicial or 
legislative capacity. It has been assumed that the judgment of 
the House of Lords settled the matter in its legal aspect. Mr. 
J. W. Gorpon, of the Middle Temple, on the other hand, con- 
tends, in a learned tractate, that the full Parliament has power 
to adjudicate upon the case in all its bearings—the facts proved 
and proveable, the law of the land, and the larger law of 
“reason and good conscience”’ in its relation to those facts. The 
Committee of the House of Commons, upon the trial of Warren 
Hasrinos, declared that one of the principal functions and duties 
of Parliament is ‘‘ to be observant of the courts of justice, and 
to take good care that none of them, from the lowest to the 
highest, shall pursue new courses unknown to the laws and 
constitution of this kingdom, or to equity, sound legal policy, or 
substantial justice’? (49 Com. Journ. 517). The excellence of 
the lower tribunals in modern times has prevented any mis- 
carriage of justice so serious as to render necessary the exercise 
of this power by the highest court. But the right of the 
individual to appeal to members of the House of Commons, 
secured by the Act against tumultuous assemblies (13 Chas. 2, 
st. 1, c. 5, s. 2), still remains, and has never been suffered to 


relapse by disuse. Mr. Gorpon cites the case of Miss Turner 


wrong done. by her enforced marriage with Epwarp Grssow 
WaAkEFIELD, as the latest example of the High Court of Parlia- 
ment acting in a judicial capacity. The law did not provide an 
adequate remedy. In an action for nullity of marriage the 
Ecclesiastical Courts could not hear the evidence of the lady. 
The cause, therefore, was examined before the House of 

in full session, when her evidence was taken, counsel were 
allowed to be heard, and WaxkerFIELD appeared in person (59 
Lords Journ. 351). The Bill for annulling the marriage passed 
rapidly through the House of Commons without discussion. In 
the case of the Scottish Churches, the inquiry by the Royal Com- 
mission may be regarded as the delegated hearing before either 
House, or both, in full session. Upon its findings the Bill has 
been based as a just and equitable settlement of the matter, so 
that there is reason for contending that Parliament is e 

in performing a judicial act. This aspect of the Bill affords 
another argument for the exclusion of section 5, as the formula 
of subscription to the Confession of Faith in the Church of 
Scotland was not a matter directly within the scope of the inquiry 
of the commission, or the direct cause of the original action 
before the law lords. 


The Criminal Cases (Reservation of Points of 
Law) Bill. 

Tae Croat Cases (Reservation of Points of Law) Bill has 
passed the House of Lords and will now shortly come before 
the House of Commons with an addition of four clauses added 
in Committee. These added clauses provide (1) for legal aid to 
a prisoner subject to rules under the Prosecution of Offences 
Act, 1879, and to Home Office Regulations ; 2) for regulation of 
practice and procedure by Rules of Court under section 17 of the 
Judicature Act, 1875; (3) for taking recognizances out of court 
subject to any rules under section 29 of the Summary Jurisdic- 
tion Act, 1879, in cases where a case is stated by a court of 
quarter sessions; and (4) for fixing the date from which a 
sentence is to run when a sentence is affirmed. Four sets of 
rules will, therefore, have to be made under the Act when 
passed. At present there is no date fixed for the commence- 
ment of the Act. The Ist of J: — 2 the date of the com- 
mencement of the Poor Prisoners’ ence Act, and perhaps 
the Ist of October, so as to allow the Act to operate at 
the ensuing Michaelmas sessions, would be the most con- 
venient date for the commencement of the Act. Rules may, 
by section 37 of the Interpretation Act, 1889, be made at any 
time after the passing of the Act and before its commencement. 
The important direction of the Bill, that in addition to the powers 
of the High Court under the Crown Cases Act, 1848, the court 
is to have power to order re-trial ‘‘ and may also order that any 
conviction shall stand, if they consider that no miscarriage of 
justice has in point of fact occurred, notwithstanding that they 
are of opinion that the question of law should have been decided 
in favour of the person convicted,” may throw considerable 
a upon the rule-making authority at rather an 
awkward time of the year. It is very unfortunate that the Act 
of 1848 and section 15 of the Judicature Act of 1881, which 
fixes the quorum of the Crown Cases Court, are not to be 
repealed and re-enacted in the new Act. The merest glance at 
the Act of 1848 with its ‘‘ justices of either bench and barons,” 
its repealed enactments of a quorum ‘“‘being met in the Ex- 
chequer Chamber or other convenient place,” and its scheduled 
certificate, which omits all mention of convictions for mis- 
demeanour, will shew how unfit a peg it is to hang the new Act 
upon. The second section of that Act, by the way, directs that 
the question of law reserved is to be stated “‘in a case signed in 
the manner now [7#.¢., in 1848] usual.” Could not a schedule to 
the new Act contain a form of case and of signature ? 


Reading and Explaining a Notice to Quit. 


In procgEprines recently taken before justices to recover 
ion of premises under the Small Tenements Recovery 

Act, 1838, it was objected that the notice to the tenant to deliver up 
possession, and of the intention of the landlord to apply for a 
warrant of pemmeriet, had not been served in the manner pre- 
scribed by the Act. The Act (1 & 2 Vict. c. 74, s. 1) enacts that 
when the term shall have ended or have been duly determined by 
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possession, the landlord may cause the person in default to be 
served, in the manner hereinafter mentioned, with a written 
notice in the form set forth in the schedule to the Act, signed by 
the landlord, of his intention to proceed to recover possession 
under the authority, and according to the mode, prescribed by 
the Act, and upon proof of the service of the notice and of the 
neglect or refusal of the tenant or occupier, the justices 
in petty sessions may issue a warrant for the delivery 
of possession of the premises to the landlord or his agent. 
By section 2 the notice of application intended to be made under 
the Act may be served either personally or by leaving the same 
with some person being in, and apparently residing at, the place 
of abode of the persons so holding over as aforesaid, and the 
person serving the same shall read over the same to the person 
served or with whom the same shall be so left as aforesaid and 
explain the purport and intent thereof. In the proceedings to 
which we have referred proof was given by the landlord that 
the notice had been personally served, and that the statutory 
conditions had been fulfilled with the exception that the notice 
had not been read and explained to the person served. In these 
circumstances the justices came to the conclusion that they had 
no alternative and were compelled to refuse the warrant. 
Assuming that their interpretation of the statute was correct, we 
think .it is high time that it received the attention of the 
Legislature. Many tenants or occupiers would shut their doors 
in the face of those who endeavoured to read and explain a 
notice, and in some cases the reader of the notice might be 
exposed to violence. We believe that at the date of the passing 
of the Act about one-fourth of the population of England were 
unable to read, and this ignorance is probably the explanation 
of the requirement as to reading the notice. Things have 
happily changed, and the time has surely come for the removal 
of a useless and embarrassing provision. 


Photographs and Copyright. 


Ir wovutp be sad if the statement of an aggrieved photo- 
grapher in a recent case before Mr. Justice Joyoxz, that 
“publishers are wanting these photographs by the bushel, and 
are not particular how they get them,” were generally true. 
We imagine that it is a certain class of cheap magazine and 
newspaper which chiefly offends; it would be only by some 
mischance or misunderstanding that a respectable firm would 
fail to have regard to the law of copyright. In the case in 
question the plaintiff was a photographer from South Wales 
who, by a happy combination of sportsman’s instinct, 
residence in a fishing district on the River Usk, technical 
skill and artistic discrimination, to which one should add the 
luck of having his camera with him at the right place 
at the right moment, had secured a few choice negatives 
illustrating phases of ‘the gentle craft.” The defendants were 
the author and publishers of a book, and the author had written 
to the plaintiff for some photographs to adorn his work, but 
without mentioning the purpose. The plaintiff supplied half-a- 
dozen for as many shillings, with an intimation that some 
were copyrighted, and, months later, was astounded to find 
them reproduced in a handsome volume. We note the matter 
here because, at the trial, the defendants consented to an injuuc- 
tion and paid a substantial sum for costs and damages. No 
judgment can, therefore, be reported, but with the summer 
holidays looming on the horizon, our readers who sally forth 
with cameras may well be reminded that, even if Dame Nature 
is an indispensable assistant to their craft, they are protected 
by the law (section 6 of the Fine Arts Copyright Act, 1862) 
against an unlicensed reproduction of their photos, when 
‘‘ original” and duly copyrighted. In most cases a customary 
fee of a guinea might be sufficient to procure a licence, but 
circumstances might well justify a large price, as in the recent 
case, in which the photographer, not unfairly, set a figure of £5 
each upon certain pictures, from the negatives of which he made 
enlargements for sale as “ works of art.” 








The treasurer and benchers of the Middle Temple will entertain the 
members of the inn and their friends at a garden party and “‘ at home” on 
Tuesday next, from 4.30 to 7 o’clock. A musical entertainment will be 
given in the hall and a band will play in the gardens. 





The Public Trustee Bill. 


Tue day on which the further consideration of the Public 
Trustee Bill was to be taken in the House of Commons places ug 
at a disadvantage in discussing the matter, and by the end of 
the week it may be that all chance of the measure being passed 
this session will have disappeared. But whatever may be the 
final issue, the discussion of last week was in some respects of go 
extraordinary a nature that it should not be passed over. The 
House was asked to restore to the Bill in effect the clause, 
originally inserted by the promoters and struck out in the 
Standing Committee, which authorized the employment of a 
particular solicitor or banker or accountant, where this 
was directed by the testator or settlor, or desired by the 
tenant for life. The clause would have been a very useful 
check upon the system of officialism which the Bill is intended 
to introduce, and, had it really been considered on its merits, 
it ought to have had a good chance of being accepted. But 
instead it was made the occasion for a most improper attack by 
the Solicitor-General upon solicitors. So far as bankers were 
concerned, he was ready to accede to the principle of the clause, 
though the authority for the employment of particular banks is 
to be given, not by the Bill itself, but by rules to be made under 
it should it become law. He stated that he had put down an 
amendment that the Lord Chancellor’s power to make rules 
should include rules ‘‘as to the employment by the public 
trustee of any particular bankers who have been ordinarily 
employed by the person creating the trust or otherwise in 
relation to the trust property,”’ and he subsequently agreed that 
the direction to the Lord Chancellor to make such rules should 
be imperative, and not permissive only. 

But as regards solicitors, the attitude of the Solicitor-General 
was very different, and it is matter of regret that, in his desire 
to force through the Bill at any cost, he allowed himself to make 
an attack on this branch of the profession which is not likely to 
be forgotten. That there have been defalcations by trustees is 
perfectly well known, and that there have been defalcations 
by solicitors is a matter of equal notoriety. In some cases 
such solicitors have also been trustees, and Sir Epwarp Oarson 
thought proper to drag into prominence again one of the 
most painful of such cases, and to make it the ground— 
not for securing the proper custody of trust funds, in 
regard to which it would at least have been relevant—but in 
regard to the employment on behalf of the trust of particular 
solicitors. Such employment need have nothing to do with the 
safety of the trust funds. When trust money is to be received, 
nothing is easier than to arrange for it to be paid to the trustees, 
whether public or private, or into their banking account. But 
the employment of non-official solicitors is quite a different 
matter. We may grant that one object of the clause was to 
prevent all the work connected with trust estates from being 
concentrated in the hands of the official solicitor of the 
public trustee; though even that object is not altogether 
selfish on the part of solicitors. It is not for the 
public advantage that the profession of the law should be 
prejudiced by the concentration of work in the hands of a few 
persons who, however meritorious they may be, obtain their 
position by influence. But the substantial effect of the clause 
would be to moderate the inconveniences which the new official 
system will inflict on beneficiaries. Instead of having to approach 
on every occasion some official who is a complete stranger and 
knows nothing about them and their circumstances, they could 
still have recourse to the solicitor who has been probably the 
confidential adviser of the family for years. 

All this was matter which might very well have been discussed 
in the House of Commons, but the Solicitor-General prevented 
any proper consideration of it by the utterly umjustifiable argu- 
ment that to authorize the employment of a particular solicitor 
would involve the withdrawal of the Government guarantee for 
the safety of the trust funds and would wreck the object of the 
Bill. He appears to be of opinion that all the trouble which 
has arisen in regard to trust funds is traceable to solicitors. He 
is in the habit, he says, of receiving letters bringing before him 

itiful cases in which the savings of a lifetime, believed to have 
cous secured to widows and children, have been lost through 
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misappropriation or absorption in costs after being placed in the 
hands of unscrupulous persons. In other words, where solicitors 
are not the persons who directly steal the trust money, yet they 
do so indirectly by taking the money for costs. But this is not 
all. Solicitors also, it appears, make a practice of getting them- 
selves appointed as trustees—presumably thatthey may get posses- 
sion for their own benefit of the trust estate. Sir Epwarp 


Carson knows, he says, nothing that has been more disastrous | p 


than the system which prevails in many solicitors’ offices of 
utting the solicitor into every will and settlement as trustee. 

Here, then, we have two perfectly distinct charges. Trust 
estates are frequently consumed in costs in consequence of 
falling into the hands of unscrupulous solicitors, and solicitors 
make a practice of having themselves appointed as trustees in 
the wills and settlements which they are instructed to prepare. 
The first charge is supported by no evidence at all; the second 
is made colourable by reference to the unfortunate case noticed 
above, and the obvious innuendo is that solicitors obtain the 
control of trust funds for their own ends. We have no 
hesitation in saying that they are charges which cannot be 
justified, and which a person in the position of the Solicitor- 
General should not have made. As to the fraudulent 
making of costs, the law provides ample remedies, and if the 
Solicitor-General knows of such cases, why does he not see that 
the appropriate remedy is applied? As to the appointment of 
solicitor-trustees, such appointments are usually made at the 
express desire of testators and settlors. The hollowness of the 
charge is too apparent for it to be worth while to elaborate 
the matter. The measure is not a Government measure, and it 
is not clear why the charge of it has been taken by the Solicitor- 
General. It is certainly very unfortunate that it should have 
fallen into his hands. 

The House of Commons admitted one amendment brought 
forward by Mr. Stack on behalf, we believe, of the Law Society. 
This provides that the public trustee shall not be appointed 
where the will or settlement contains a direction to the contrary, 
or where the appointment is objected to by persons beneficialiy 
entitled for life or in remainder to one-half in value of the trust 
property. Upon this clause the House recognized that private 
individuals ought, after all, to have a voice in the management 
of their property. The Solicitor-General procured the insertion 
of the words “ unless the court otherwise orders,” but with this 
addition the amendment passed by a large majority. This 
indicates that the feeling of the House is not with the extreme 
advocates of the officialism represented in the Bill, and, even if 
it passes, its operation may be confined within narrow limits. 








Forged Transfers of Stock. 


Tue decision of the House of Lords in Mayor of Sheffield v. 
Barclay (reported elsewhere) follows the policy of the decision 
of the same tribunal in Starkey v. Bank of England (51 W. R. 
513; 1903, A. CO. 114), in affirming that a corporation or a com- 
pany who transfer stock in pursuance of a forged transfer can 
ook for indemnity to the person by whom the transfer was pre- 
sented for registration, notwithstanding that he has acted in good 
faith. The present decision reverses the decision of the Court 
of Appeal (52 W. R. 54; 1903, 2 K. B. 580) and restores that 
of Lord Atverstonz, O.J. (51 W. R. 204; 1903, 1 K. B. 1). 


£8,645 10s., and thereupon the corporation claimed from Messrs. 
Barotay & Oo. indemnity for such sum and also for interim 
dividends which they had been ordered to pay to Honnywu1, 
together over £11,000. 

There was thus a clear issue whether the sap ape 2 for 
acting = the forged transfer was to rest upon the corporation 
who had made the actual transfer, or upon the innocent 
urchasers who had presented it for registration. It is to be 
noticed that as between the corporation and the ultimate 
purchasers—that is, the purchasers from Messrs. Barotay & Oo. 
—the corporation were estopped from disputing the title of such 
ultimate purchasers. Although apparently no certificate had 
been issued to E. E. Barctay, yet the corporation by putting 
him on the register had conferred upon him the power to deal 
with the stock. Otherwise, had the stock remained in the name 
of E. E. Barctay, the corporation would have been entitled, as 
against him and his firm, simply to cancel the registration and 
restore the name of the rightful holder. Under the circum- 
stances, however, this simple remedy was not open, and the 
only resource of the corporation was to look to Messrs. Banciay 
for indemnity. 

Against such right of indemnity there was a dictum of 
Lrvptey, J., in Simm v. Anglo-American Telegraph Co. (5 
Q. B. D., p. 195): “It appears to me that a duty is thrown 
upon the company to look to their own register, which involves, 
of course, the looking after the transfer of stock or shares 
standing in the names of persons on the register; and that duty 
the company owe to those who come with transfers, and I do not 
see any corresponding or conflicting duty on the part of the 

rson who brings the transfer, except, of course, that of 
Saeies what he believes to be an honest document.” The 
learned judge pointed out that the company was under a statutory 
duty to keep the register, while he declined to regard the 
transferee as making a representation with respect to the 
validity of the transfer. ‘‘ When,” he said, “a person 
innocently and honestly takes a transfer to the company, it is 
no more than a statement by him to the following effect ; ‘So 
far as I know the transfer is a genuine document ; I shall leave 
it with you for a certain time to make inquiries, and if you make 
inquiries and find that it is a pon document, of course you 
will receive me as a stockholder; if, on the other hand, the 
result of the inquiries is to shew that it is not a genuine 
document, then, of course, you will not register me as a stock- 
holder.’ ” 

There was an appeal in Simm v. Anglo-American Telegraph 
Co., and the decision of Linney, J., was reversed, but this was 
upon grounds which did not touch the question dealt with in the 
above quotation. The argument, however, leaves out of sight 
the fact that the corporation or company is only the custodian 
of the stock. In keeping the register itis performing ministerial 
duties, and it cannot interfere with the existing state of the 
register unless put in motion by another party—either a person 
on the register or his representative, or a proposed transferee. 
This, as Lord ALverstong pointed out, lets in the principle which 
was enunciated by Trvpat, C.J., in Zoplis v. Grane (5 Bing. N. CO. 
636) in the following words: ‘ Where an act has been done 
by the plaintiff under the express direction of the defendant, 
which occasions an injury to the rights of third persons, yet if 
such an act is not apparently illegal in itself, but is done honestly 
and bond fide in compliance with the defendant’s directions, he 
shall be bound to indemnify the plaintiff against the consequences 





The question has arisen under the following circumstances: In 
March, 1893, TrwprELt and Honnywr. were the registered 
holders of £8,200 Sheffield Corporation Stock. By a transfer 
of the 11th of April, 1893, they purported to transfer the stock 
to E. E. Barotay, but the deed of transfer, as regards Honnywi, 
was aforgery. On the 15th of April, 1893, Messrs. Barctay & 
Co., the bankers, presented the transfer to the corporation with 
a letter requesting them to register it in the name of E. E. Barcray, 
and in due course to issue certificates. In the same month 
E. E. Baroray transferred £8,000 of the stock, and in the follow- 
ing month the remaining £200, and certificates were issued 
to the transferees. In 1899 Honnywitt brought an action 
against the corporation claiming to be restored on the register 
as the holder of the stock or of a corresponding amount, and in 
May, 1901, he obtained judgment that the corporation should 
purchase £8,200 stock on his account. This was done at a cost of 


thereof.” And in Dugdale v. Lovering (28 W. R. 391, L. R. 
10 ©. P. 196), where this principle was applied, it was pointed 
out by Brert, J., that it was perfectly general, and rested only 
upon the circumstance of an act, not apparently wrongful, but 
which turns out to have been so, being done by one n at the 
request of another. “The implication” [of a promise of indem- 
nity}, said the learned judge, “‘is not made to rest on the fact 
of the plaintiff being an agent, or on notice of the third party’s 
claim, but merely on the fact of the F seceoen having done an act 
at the request of the defendant which was not manifestly illegal 
or tortious to his knowledge, but which exposed him to an 
action.” Hence Lord Atverstong, differing from the dictum of 
Lord Liypiey, held that the corporation were entitled to be 
indemnified by Messrs. Barctay. 








The Court of Appeal, who reversed this decision, distin- 
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guished the authorities just referred to upon the ground that 
the rule which they establish does not apply where the 
rson who thus acts at the request of another is acting 
in pursuance of a duty. “It seems to me,” said VaveHan 
Wiss, L.J., “perfectly clear that a distinction must be 
drawn between cases where a request is made to some one who 
has no duty in the matter independently of the request, and 
a case where the request is made to one who hasa duty in 
the matter independently of the request.”” In the latter case 
something more than a mere request will be necessary to raise the 
contract of indemnity. And the learned Lord Justice supported 
the distinction by referring to Collins v. Hvans (5 Q. B. 820), 
where a sheriff, acting in the performance of his duty, 
was held not to be entitled to an indemnity from the person 
at whose request he acted; though it was recognized that it 
would be otherwise where, as in Humphrys v. Pratt (5 Bl. N. S. 
154), the execution creditor does not leave the sheriff to act 
upon the writ of execution, but points out the specific 
goods which he is to seize. Upon this ground the Court 
of Appeal refused to imply a right of indemnity in the corpora- 
tion, and the result was further justified by the consideration 
that, as observed by Buiacksvrn, J., in Re Bahia and San 
Francisco Railway (16 W. R. 862, L. R. 3 Q. B. 584), when 
joint stock companies were established, it was a great object 
that the shares should be capable of being easily transferred, 
and that it was for this purpose that statutory provision had 
been made for the keeping of the register. Srrruine, LJ., 
stated his conclusion in the following words: ‘In the present 
case the plaintiffs were under a statutory obligation to register 
transfers and issue certificates; the defendant called upon them 
to perform their duty under the statute with regard to the 
transfer which he forwarded to them; and, as it seems to me, he 
did nothing more. The plaintiffs were left to perform their 
legal obligations ; they gave up no right and assumed no different 
position to the defendant than that created by statute; and, in 
my judgment, are not entitled to the indemnity sought in the 
action.” 
This result has now been set aside by the House of Lords in 
a decision which will have far-reaching consequences. With 
regard to the “sheriff” cases, the Lord Chancellor pointed out 
that, where the sheriff was refused indemnity, he was acting 
under a genuine writ. ‘‘Can anyone,’”’ he added, ‘“ suppose 
that, if anyone brought a forged writ, and called upon the 
sheriff to execute it, such person would not be liable to indemnify 
the sheriff?” And Lord Davey expressly enunciated the 
principle of Toplis v. Grane (supra) so as to include the case of 
@ person acting in the performance of a ministerial duty: 
“* Where a person invested with a statutory or common law duty 
of a ministerial character is called upon to exercise that duty on 
the request, direction, or demand of another—it does not seem 
to me to matter which word you use—and without any default 
on his own part in a manner which is apparently legal, but is in 
fact illegal and a breach of duty, and thereby incurs liability 
to third parties, there is implied by law a contract by 
the person making the request to keep indemnified the 
person having the duty against any liability which may 
result from the exercise of the supposed duty.” It followed 
that Messrs. Bancray & Co. were liable to indemnify the 
corporation for the loss sustained by the latter in acting 
upon the forged transfer presented to them by Messrs. Barciay 
& Co. Thus the law, as stated by Lord Luvpiey in Simm v. 
Anglo-American Telegraph Co. (supra), is declared to be wrong, 
and companies and corporations are relieved of an onerous 
liability. 
At the same time the result leaves purchasers of stock in a 
very hazardous position. As long as they remain on the register 
er a forged transfer, then, as pointed out above, it has been 
already recognized that they are liable to have the register 
rectified and to lose the stock, and it was largely to meet such cases 
that the Forged Transfer Acts of 1891 and 1892 were passed. But 
it has hitherto been supposed that, upon a further transfer, the 
original purchasers were safe. It now appears, however, that 
the liability to suffer from the forged transfer continues, and it 
is difficult to see what period of limitation can be assigned. If 
the liability were simply on a warranty that the transfer was 
genuine, the corporation’s action would be barred in six years 





from the transfer being presented. But the liability is unde, 
contract of indemnity, and thus is not broken, and the six you, 
does not begin to run till the corporation suffer loss—that ; 
when they are compelled by the defrauded stockholder 4 
replace the stock. But the stockholder’s right of action arigeg 
not upon the transfer, but upon the refusal of the corporation 4 
restore him to the register (Barton v. North Staffordshire Rai 

Co., 38 Ch. D., p. 463), and hence, if he remains in ignorang 
of the transfer, the continuance of the liability under the inden. 
nity may be indefinitely prolonged. It would seem that th 
difficulty should be met by a more general adoption of th 
principle of compensation funds, and by the express extensig, 
of the liability of the fund to compensate a past holder of stock 
under a forged transfer. 
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Trustees in Bankruptcy. fessior 
funds 
THE Law oF TRUSTEES IN BANKRUPTCY, LIQUIDATORS, ay But 
RECEIVERS. SEconD Epition. By W. R. WILLSON, B.A. (Oxon), they ‘ 
Barrister-at-Law. Gee & Co. The 
This book deals very concisely with the appointment and removal, what 
and the powers, duties, and liabilities of trustees in bankruptcy and hand 
of trustees under arrangement deeds; and then in the same way it other 
treats of liquidators, compulsory and voluntary, and _ receiver, sole ¢ 
appointed by the court or by parties. It also gives useful diagrams there 
of the proceedings prior to the appointment of a trustee or of hand 
liquidator, and an appendix contains a statement of the priority Tt 
of costs and charges payable out of the estate and numerous prot 
forms for practical use. The book is compiled so as to give give 
precise directions upon the various points which arise in the course of £8, ( 
bankruptcy and winding up, and though it was originally written for I 
accountant students, yet its utility is not confined to this object, we | 
Thus, at p. 160, et seg., there will be found a useful summary of the sam 
circumstances under which a receiver will be appointed by the court, pro 
and of the proceedings for obtaining the appointment. +. 
g 
Election Law. 
PRAcTICAL NOTES ON PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS IN THE UNITED 
Kinepom. By R. GreorrrEy E.uis, Barrister-at-Law. William 
Green & Sons. 
This is in no sense a law treatise, but for the candidate and his 
agent it will be of substantial value. The whole subject is arranged th 
alphabetically under appropriate headings. Each heading contains 0 
concise and practical notes as to the law affecting the subject of the 8 
heading. There is, therefore, no difficulty in finding words of 
guidance as to most matters as to which doubt may arise in the 
conduct of an election, and we venture to predict that a person who 
follows the advice so given will stand little risk of involving 


himself or his principal in an election petition. The text of the 
Corrupt Practices Acts and the Ballot Act are set out in an appendix. 
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Mr. Warmington, K.C., Mr. English Harrison, K.C., and Mr. T. T. 
Methold have been re-elected chairman, vice-chairman, and treasurer 
respectively of the General Council of the Bar for the ensuing year, and 
the following gentlemen have been appointed additional members: Mr. 
W. Pickford, K.C., Mr. Rufus Isaacs, K.C., M.P., Mr. ©. F. Gill, K.C, 
Mr. P. 8. Gregory, Mr. 8. A. T. Rowlatt, and Mr. R. V. Bankes. 


Vanity Fair for this week contains a portrait of the President of the Law 
Society which does him rather less than justice. Writing on him in the 
—_ of the paper ‘‘Jehu Junior’’ says: ‘* Some forty years ago a young man 
of the name of Rawle, modest alike in demeanour and dimensions, entered 
No. 1, Bedford-row, and was accommodated with a seat in the offices of 
Messrs. Gregory & Rowcliffes, solicitors. He has been there ever since. 
And now, having passed through successful stages of advancement, he has 
attained to senior partnership in the firm, the Presidency of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, and a position of no mean importance among the 
denizens of Bedford-row. A hard-headed, astute, dominating man, he is 
a fighter who throws his hat into the ring and leaps after it with obvious 
delight. The solicitor with a weak point in his case need not expect con- 
cessions from him when it comes to a compromise. Yet, on occasion, the 
lion will roar you as gently as any sucking dove; he will roar you an’t 
were a nightingale. For Mr. Thomas Rawle can conceal his bull-do 
decision beneath a courteous affability which endears him to judges an 
has otherwise found its own reward. . As President of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, a post from which he now retires, he has won general 
| commendation, He is of the stuff that would have risen, whatever profes- 
| sion he had chosen.’’ 
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Correspondence. 


A Suggestion. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—A memorandum issued by the Law Society is, at the present 
moment, directing the attention of solicitors to the increase of 
officialism and especially to the Public Trustee Bill of this session. 
and a motion is being brought up before the next annual general 
meeting of the Law Society dealing with the overcrowded condition 
of the profession. At the same time instances of misappropriation of 
funds by solicitors are far too frequently before us. 

These three matters have, I think, an important bearing on each 
other. There can only be one possible reason for the promotion of 
the Public Trustee Bill. Itis not that there is a lack of trustees, for 
there are a number of solicitors willing to undertake the office with the 
usual remuneration clause inserted in the trust instrument, and able 
to carry it out with greater advantage to the beneficiaries and more 
economically and speedily than any public official. The reason for it, 
if any, is that the public may have lost their confidence in the pro- 
fession, owing to the lamentable cases of misappropriation of trust 
funds by its members. 

But is there not a better way of giving the public the security 
they desire than by the establishment of a public official ? 

The members of both the Stock Exchange and Lloyds are some- 
what in the same position as solicitors in frequently having in their 
hands large sums of money belonging to other people, or over which 
others have claims, and these large sums are very often under the 
sole control of single individuals, without any supervision or check, as 
there is in the case of a bank, where the transactions pass through the 
hands of a number of people. 

The consequence is that on the Stock Exchange and Lloyds, for the 
protection of both the public and fellow members, security has to be 
given. For Lloyds the deposit of approved securities for at least 
£5,000 is required. 

If such a system were started in our profession, I venture to think 
we should not hear much more of the Public Trustee Bill, and at the 
same time a very wholesome check to the increasing numbers of the 
profession would be given. 

Apart from any legislative authority, it would be possible for the 
Law Society to promote a voluntary system which, if properly worked, 
should attain the desired object. A. A. H, 

July 5. 





‘‘The Stranger in Blood.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—With reference to Mr. Phillimore’s article on this subject in 
the Law Magazine and Review of May last, and your remarks there- 
on of the 8rd of June [ante, p. 528], will you allow me to direct 
attention to the following points : e 

1. In Bracton’s ‘‘ qui ex damnato coitu nascuntur, inter liberos non 
computantur, sicut ex adulterio et hujusmodi,” strangely repeated by 
Coke with the omission of the words which I have italicised, the 
word liberos means, as appears from Sir H. Twiss’s translation, ‘ free 
men,” and not, as commonly supposed, “‘ children”; and the words 
italicised point to adultery and bastardy only. 

2. There is much force in the argument of Tindal, C.J., when at 
the bar (though not repeated by him in the House of Lords) in the 
Birtwistle case, that the so-called Statute of Merton was rather a 
refusal to make, than a making of, law. 

3. As will be seen from Sir Dennis Fitzpatrick’s article in the 
Journal of the Society of Comparative Legislation last year (New 
Series, No. 13), legitimation by subsequent marriage is the law, not 
only in Scotland, but in almost all civilized countries except England. 

4, William the Conqueror was the son of one unmarried mother, 
and Henry the Seventh was not remotely descended from another 
(Catherine Swinford, née Roelt). 

5. As Mr. Phillimore states, the decisions of the courts now tend to 
° wo recognition of the claims of illegitimate children than they 


It may perhaps be hoped that ‘‘ the class of persons whoare unwillin 
to resist the cletm,”” as Mr, Phillimore puts it, of a ten per duty ar 


on bequests to children may be encouraged by his article to strike a 
blow for what he has all but demonstrated to be their statutory 


= 


rights. x. 








The Committee for Privileges of the House of Lords has reported to the 
House that, according to the present practice, there is no reason why a 
ne should not be heard as counsel on an appeal at the bar of the House. 

e resolution, however, does not apply to the ap ce of barristers 
who are peers before Committees of the House or before the House when 


Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Compound Settlement—Appointment of Trustees.— Where land 
is subject to a settlement (A), and subsequently other land is settled 
by an independent settlement (B), upon trusts which are identical 
with and are declared by reference to the trusts of settlement (A), the 
two settlements together form a compound settlement, and if it is 
desired to exercise over the properties comprised in each settlement 
the statutory powers of the tenant for life, it is necessary to procure 
the appointment of trustees of the compound settlement for the 
purposes of the Settled Land Acts,—Rz CovuLt’s SETTLED EstTaTEs 
(Kekewich, J., April 14) (653 W. R 504; 1905, 1 Ch. 712). 
Settled Land—Grant of Right to Let Down Surface for Mining 
.—By section 6 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, a tenant for 
life is empowered to lease the settled land ‘‘ or any easement, right, 
or privilege of any kind, over or in relation to the same for any 
purpose whatever,” and in the case of a mining lease the term is not 
to exceed sixty years. The definition clause—section 2 (10) (iv.)— 
contains a definition of mining purposes, and they include “ sinking 
and searching for, winning, working, getting . . . and disposing of 
mines and minerals,” and a mining lease is ‘“‘a lease for any mining 
purposes or p' connected therewith.” Under these enactments, 
where the settled land comprises only the surface, and the lessees of 
the subjacent mines desire to work them so as to let down the 
surface, it is competent for the tenant for life to grant a lease of the 
right todo so. A right to damage the surface, however the 
is caused, is a right which is grantable at law (see Rowbotham v. 
Wilson, 8 H. L. C., p, 362), and it is a right, therefore, of which a 
tenant for life can grant a mining lease under the Settled Land Acts. 
—SITWELL v. EARL OF LONDESBOROUGH (Warrington, J., Jan. 11) 
(53 W. R. 445; 1905, 1 Ch. 460). 








Canes of the Week. 


House of Lords. 


SHEFFIELD CORPORATION v. BARCLAY & CO. 3rd July. 


Company—SHarEs—TRANSFER—INDEMNITY—ForGED Transrer or Sroce— 
Innocent TRANSFEREE—Loss IncunRED By CompaNy—REeEGISTRATION OF 
TransFER—LiaBiLiTy aS Berween CompaNy AND TRANSFEREE TO Baar 


Loss. 

Appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal (Vaughan Williams, 
Romer, and Stirling, L.JJ.) (52 W. R. 54; 1903, 2 K. B. 580), reversing a 
decision of Lord Alverstone, C.J. (reported 51 W. R. 204; 1903, 1 K. B. 
1). The action was brought by the Corporation of Sheffield against Messrs, 
Barclay & Co., bankers, to recover the sum of £11,487 17s. 5d., being the 
amount of principal and interest of certain ration stock which 
belonged to certain trustees, Timbrell and Honnywill, and was transferred 
to a nominee of the defendants under a transfer purporting to be executed 
by Honnywill, but which for the purpose of this action must be taken to 
have been a for Prior to the 13th of April, 1893, 8,500 Sheffield 
Corporation S was transferred to the above-named trustees; and a 
certificate was issued in their names on that date. Upon the 11th of April, 
1893, a transfer of £8,200 of this stock to a nominee of Barclay & Co., pur- 

rting to be executed by both trustees, was handed to the respondents. 

his was sent to the corporation for es on the 15th of April, 
1893. On the 28th of April, 1893, the nominee of Barclay & ia 
the person named in the forged transfer of the 11th of April, executed a 
transfer of £8,000 of the stock to Young and Macdonald, and upon the 
12th of May of the balance of £200 to M. F. Cockayne. U the Ist of 
June the corporation issued certificates to Yo and Macdonald for the 
£8,000 stock, and to M. F. Cockayne for the Tn 1901 an action was 
brought by Honnywill against the ——— claiming the rectification 
of the register, and it was found that the transfer had not been executed 
by Honnywill or with his a ie | the corporation had 
to make good the loss incurred. present ap) ts thereupon sued 
the respondents upon an implied contract to indemnify them i the 
liability they had incurred under these circumstances, it being found that 
there was no negligence on either side. The Lord Chief Justice held that 
the corporation were entitled to an indemnity, but the Court of Appeal 
considered that no contract of indemnity could be implied. 

Tne Hovss (Earl of Harsavry, L.C., and Lords Davey and Rossxtsox) 
allowed the appeal. 

Earl of Hatssvry, L.C., said in this case two persons, Timbrell and 
Honnywill, were joint owners of stock created under a 
local Act of Parliament. Timbrell, in fraud of Honnywill, ferged a 
transfer of the stock and borrowed money on the seourity of the stock 
which the transfer was supposed to have transferred. A bank which lent 
the money sent the transfer to the r officer of the corporation, and 
demanded, as they were entitled to do if the transfer was a genuine one, 
that they should be registered as holders of the stock. The 
acted on their demand ; they transferred the stock into the name of the 





sitting under the presidency of the Lord High Steward on a criminal case. 
The House of Lords has adopted the view expressed by the Committee, 





bank, and the bank, in the ordinary course, transferred it to holders for 
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value. The corporation also, in the ordinary course, issued certificates, 
and the holders of these certificates were able to establish their title against 
the corporation, who were estopped from denying that those whom they 
had registered were the stockholders entitled. Honnywill, after the 
death of Timbrell, discovered the forgery that had been committed, and 
compelled the corporation to restore the stock, and the question in the 
cause was, whether the corporation had any remedy against the bank, who 
caused them to act upon a forged transfer, and so render themselves liable 
to the considerable loss which they had sustained. Now, apart from any 
decision upon the question (it being taken for granted that all the parties 
were honest), I should have thought that the bank were clearly liable. They 
had a private bargain with a customer. Upon his assurance they took a docu- 
ment from him, as a security for a loan, which they assumed to be genuine. 
I do not suggest that there was any negligence—perhaps business could 
not go on if people were suspecting forgery in every transaction—but 
their position was obviously very different from that of the corporation. 
The corporation was simply ministerial in registering a valid transfer and 
issuing fresh certificates. They could not refuse to register, and though 
for their own sake they would not and ought not to register or to issue 
certificates to a person who was not really the holder of the stock, yet they 
had no machinery, and they could not inquire into the transaction out of 
which the transfer arose. The bank, on the other hand, were at liberty 
to lend their money or not. They could make any amount of inquiries 
they liked. If they found that an intended borrower had a co-trustee, 
they might ask him, or the co-trustee himself, whether the co-trustee was 
a party to the loan, and a simple question to the co-trustee would have 
prevented the fraud. They took the risk of the transaction, and Jent the 
money. The security given happened to be in a form that required regis- 
tration to make it available, and the bank ‘‘ demanded,’’ as, if genuine 
transfers were bought, they were entitled to do, that the stock should be 
registered in their name or that of their nominees, and they were also entitled 
to have fresh certificates issued to themselvesor nominees. This was done, 
and the corporation, by acting on this ‘‘ demand,’’ have incurred a consider- 
able loss. As I have said, if it were res integra, I should havé thought the 
bank were liable; but it is covered by authority, and (after referring to 
some of the authorities) the learned lord concluded by saying, I think 
both upon principle and authority the corporation are entitled to recover. 

Davey, in a long judgment, dealt with the cases, and in the course 
of his speech said that where a person invested with a statutory or 
common law duty of a ministerial character is called upon to exercise 
that duty at the request, direction, or demand of another, and without 
any default on his own part, in a manner which is apparently legal, but is 
in fact illegal and a breach of duty, and thereby incurs liability to third 
parties, there is implied by law a contract by the person making the 
request to keep indemnified the person having the duty against any 
—— which may result from such exercise of the supposed duty. 

Roxnertson agreeing, the decision of the Court of Appeal was 
accordingly reversed.—CovunseL, Danckwerts, K.C., Eldon Bankes, K.C., 
and H. T. Waddy ; Haldane, K.C., and F. R. Radcliffe. Soxicrrors, R. F. 
¢ C. L. Smith, for H. Sayer, Sheffield; Maples, Teesdale, § Co. 


[Reported by C. H. Grarroy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeai. 


BORTHWICK v, ELDERSLIE STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM.). No. 1, 
26th June. 


Practice —Jupcment—Interest— Action FoR Damaces—JvupcMmeEnt 
Ewrerep ror Piartirr ny Court or AppraAL—DATE FROM WHICH 
Interest Runs—R. 8. 0. XLI. 3; LVIII. 1, 4. 


Application by the plaintiff for directions as to the amount for which 
judgment should be entered. The action was brought against shipowners 
torecover damages for injury to a cargo of meat owing to the ship being 
unfit to carry the cargo, At the trial on the 9th of March, 1903, Walton, 
J., came to the conclusion that the damage arose from the condition of 
the ship at the commencement of the voyage, but he held that the defendants 
were by certain exceptions in the bill of lading (8 Com. Cas. 150). 
The Court of Appeal, on the 25th of January, 1904, reversed this judgment, 
and gave judgment for the plaintiff, holding that the defendants were 
not the exceptions (52 W. R. 439; 1904, 1 K. B. 319; 9 Com. 
Cas. 126). The following was the material part of the judgment as drawn 
up: ‘It is ordered that the plaintiff’s appeal be allowed ; that the above- 
mentioned judgment of the Honourable Mr. Justice Walton of the 9th 
day of March, 1903, be wholly set aside, and instead thereof, that judg- 
ment be entered in the action for the plaintiff against the defendants on 
all issues for such sum as damages as may be assessed by a referee to be 
=_— upon by the parties.” The House of Lords, on the 16th of 

ebruary, 1905, affirmed the decision of the Court of Appeal (53 W. R. 
401; 1905, A.C. 93; 10 Com. Cas. 109). The assessment of damages was 
not referred, the parties, on the 16th of May, 1905, agreeing them at 
£3,750 with interest. On the 23rd of May the defendants paid the 
£3,750 to the plaintiff, the time from which interest ran being in dispute. 
The plaintiff claimed interest on the £3,750 from the date of the judgment 
of Walton, J., which the defendants refused to pay. The plaintiff there- 
—— to the Court of Appeal for a formal order that the judg- 
ment by the court on the 25th of January, 1904, should be entered 
for the plaintiff for £3,750, the agreed amount of damages, together with 
interest thereon at the rate of £4 per cent. per annum from the 9th of 
March, 1903. 

Tuz Cover (Cottins, M.R., and Romer, L.J.) allowed interest from the 

j i, 





interest from the date of the original judgment, because the learned judge 
ought then to have pronounced him entitled to judgment which would 
have carried interest. The judgment of the Court of Appeal, however, 
for the first time established the plaintiff’s right to damages, and by ord, 
41, r. 3, the entry of the judgment was to be dated as of the day on which 
it was pronounced, and the judgment was to take effect from that date; 
provided that by special leave a judgment might be ante-dated or post. 
dated. In his opinion the judgment of the Court of Appeal operated 
as a judgment from the day on which it was pronounced, and 
interest ran from that date unless the court ante-dated 
it. The power of the court to ante-date a judgment ought only 
to be invoked upon some good ground. There was no good 
ground shewn in the present case. The delay was not the fault of the 
parties, there being no unreasonable act on the part of the defendants 
causing the delay, nor was there any wrongful withholding of the damages, 
which latter element was, upon the analogy of the decision in Caledonian 
Railway Co. v. Carmichael (L.R. 2 H. L. Sc. 56, 19 W. R. H. L. Dig. 11), 
an important factor in determining whether the judgment should be ante- 
dated. He desired to express no opinion as to the case where the sum was 
a fixed sum, and the only question to be tried was whether it was or was 
not due. The plaintiff, therefore, was only entitled to interest from the 
date of the judgment of this court on the 25th of January, 1904. 

Romer, L.J., concurred.—Counset, J. A. Hamilton, K.C., and Maurice 
Hitl; Carver, K.0., and D. C. Leck. Soxicrrors, Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, 
§ Whatton ; Lowless §& Co. 

| Reported by W. F. Bargy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


LECKHAMPTON QUARRIES CO. (LIM). v. CHELTENHAM RURAL 
DISTRICT COUNCIL, No. 2. 27th and 28th June. 


Practice—Cosrs—ExexrcisE or JupicaL Discretion—R.S8.C., LXV. 5. 


This was the defendants’ appeal from an order as to costs made by 
Swinfen Eady, J. It appeared that the plaintiff company owned about 
twenty-six acres of land from which they claimed to be entitled to exclude 
the public, and the defendants asserted that there were four public rights 
of way overit. At the trial Swinfen Eady, J., held that the defendant 
council had proved the public’s rights over three of the alleged ways but 
had failed as to the fourth, and, holding that the plaintiffs had substanti- 
ally succeeded in the action, allowed the plaintiff company the general 
costs of the action, except the costs of those issues on which they had 
failed, which were allowed to the defendant council. 

VaucHan Wiis, L.J., in delivering judgment, said the appeal 
failed. The costs were in the discretion of the trial judge, although that 
discretion must be a judicial one and be exercised strictly according to the 
principles of the law. Had the costs been dealt with on grounds irrelevant 
to the action, there would have been no exercise of judicial discretion, and 
in such case the exercise of discretion would have been reviewable. An 
exercise of discretion by Bigham, J., had been reviewed in Civil Service 
Co-operative Society v. General Steam Navigation Co. (1903, 2 K. B. 756) ; in that 
case, however, the trial judge’s decision was based not on misconduct in the 
action, but on an irrelevant matter, the defendants’ costs not being allowed 
because they would not submit them to the award of the judge. That case 
had been followed by the Court of Appeal in King v. Gillard (49 Soxicrrors’ 
Journnat 401). Those cases were quite different. In the case at bar 
Swinfen Eady, J., held at the trial that, with respect to the plaintiffs’ 
property, the path over which the defendant pedi 4 had failed to prove a 
right of way was the most important. Both parties had partially succeeded, 
but in the trial judge’s opinion the plaintiffs had substantially succeeeded. 
In the circumstances his lordship could not say that no discretion had been 
exercised and that Swinfen Eady, J., had not been justified in holding that 
the plaintiffs had substantially succeeded. The appeal could not be 
entertained. 

Srrevine and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsex, C. A. Russell, 
K.C., Micklem, K.O., and R. J. Parker; Eve, K.C., and L. M. Richards, 
Soxricrrors, Crowders, Vizard, § Oldham, for Ticehursts, McIiquham, § Wyatt, 
Cheltenham ; McKenna § Co., for W. H. Russell, Cheltenham. 


[Reported by Hexry Sreruen, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


PHILPOT v. BATH. No.2. 28th and 29th June. 


Lanp—Tit.Le By Possession—INFERENCE FROM EaurvocaL Acts or OWNER- 
S8HIP—INTENTION TO ExcLupE Owner or Lanp—Srartvute or Limrrations 
(3 & 4 Wit. 4, c. 41). 


In this case the defendants appealed from a judgment of Warrington, 
J., in an action wherein the plaintiff claimed an injunction restraining the 
defendant from encroaching on the foreshore of Mounts Bay, Cornwall, 
within the limits of the jurisdiction of the Newlyn Pier and Harbour 
Commissioners. It appeared that the action was brought by the com- 
missioners in the name of the Secretary for the Public Works Loan Com- 
missioners under the Public Works Loans Act, 1875, and that the encroach 
ment was made on land alleged to be foreshore that formerly belonged 
to the Duchy of Cornwall and was conveyed to the commissioners in the 
ear 1886, and that the defendant owned land abuttin® on such foreshore. 
he defendant denied that the land claimed as foreshore by the com- 
missioners was part of the foreshore, and claimed that, if it were, he and 
his predecessors in title had been so long in possession of it, and had 
exercised so many acts of ownership over it, by placing boulders thereon to 
prevent encroachments of the sea, that the title of the owner had been 
ousted and that he had acquired a title under the Statute of Limitations. 
Warrington, J., decided in the plaintiffs’ favour upon the ground that the 
evidence shewed that the land in question was foreshore and that the 
plaintiffs had never been Gina thereof except for a few years, and 





that consequently there was no title by possession, The defendant 
appealed, 
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A 
Vavonan Wiuiiass, L.J., said, inter alia, that in order to acquire a title 
toland by the Statute of Limitations, the owner must, if he be known, 
have lost his right to the land either by dispossession or discontinuance of 
ion, and that dispossession or discontinuance could only be inferred 
equivocal acts where there was strong evidence of an intention to 
exclude the owner as well as other people. This principle had been acted 
upon by Warrington, J. There could be no inference that the boulders 
had been placed where they were with the intention of excluding the 
Crown from the possession of the land in question, the intention had 
merely been to protect the foreshore. The appeal would be dismissed and 
the judgment of Warrington, J., affirmed, with a variation consented to by 
the plaintiff’s counsel. 
no, L.J., said that no title by possession had been made out by the 
defendant. Primé facie the foreshore was vested in the Crown, although 
in this case the Crown had parted with its rights to the commissioners. . 
Cozens-Harpy, L.J., agreed, and said that there was nothing in the case 
compelling him to hold that the acts of the defendant and his predecessors 
in title shewed an intention to exclude the plaintiff’s rights, and he agreed 
with the decision of Warrington, J., but in order to give proper effect to 
his judgment it would be altered by adding words to the effect that it was 
made without prejudice to the defendant’s right to an easement over the 
intiff's land to protect the defendant’s buildings from the sea by means 
of rocks, &c., placed on the plaintiff’s land.—Counset, C. A. Russell, K.C., 
and H. Stuart Moore; Rowden, K.O., and 7. L. Witkinson. Soxicrrors, 
Code, Kingdon, § Cotton, for E. Boase, Penzance; C. H. Davis. 


[Reported by Heyry Sreruen, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re HOLE. DAVIS v. WITTS. Farwell, J. 26th June. 


Esrare Dury—Lunacy—Payment ror Reat Estate ny Executor Ovr or 
PsrsonALTY—CHArGE For Next-or-Kry—Accumutations or Rents— 
Finance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 30), s. 6, suB-sEcTION 2; 8. 9, 
SUB-SECTION 1, 

Petition. This was an adjourned petition for the purpose of determining 
the question whether certain next-of-kin of a lunatic so found by inquisition 
were entitled to a charge on the real estate of the lunatic fora large sum 
of money paid by the committee of the lunatic out of personal estate for 
estate duty in respect of certain property acquired by him under a will. 
The facts were shortly as follows: Mrs. Francis Jane Hole by her will, dated 
the 27th of January, 1894, appointed the Reverend S. E. Davies her sole 
executor and trustee, and gave him all her real and personal estate upon 
certain trusts therein mentioned. On her death, on the 20th of December, 
1896, her brother, A. J. B. Davies, who was of unsound mind, became, 
in the events which had happened, her residuary devisee and legatee. 
The said 8. E. Davies was also committee of the person and estate of the 
lunatic. In July and August, 1897, the said S. E. Davies borrowed from 
his bank a sum of money for payment of the estate duty that became pay- 
able on the death of Mrs. Hole, and he paid the duty on the whole of the 


real and personal estate of the testatrix out of such money. He subse- 
quently repaid it out of the proceeds of the sale of Consols, part of Mrs. 
Hole’s estate. The proportion of estate duty paid in respect of freeholds 


found to have been paid out of real estate was £816 15s. Mr. A. J. B. 
Davies died a lunatic on the 20th of February, 1903, intestate, and his real 
and personal estate, which consisted partly of the residge of Mrs. Hole’s 
estate and partly of property acquired through his father, then passed to 
his next-of-kin and heir-at-law. The said S. E. Davies, the committee, 
hever applied in lunacy for a charge on the realestate. The surplus rents of 
the real estate of the lunatic had been accumulated, and the amount so 
accumulated between the death of the testatrix and that of A. J. B. 
Davies, the lunatic, was greater than was necessary to pay this sum 
of $816 15s. ‘Che petition had previously been before Swinfen Eady, J., 
and Farwell, J., on other points which had been decided, and the only 
question remaining was whether the next-of-kin were entitled to be 
recouped the amount of the estate duty paid as aforesaid on realty—viz., 
£816 15s. on the death of Mrs. Hole—out of personalty. 

Farwe11, J., in delivering judgment, held that the next-of-kin were not 
entitled to a charge, and stated that the case was governed by the decision 
of Lord St. Leonards in the case in Ireland of Lord Leitrim v. Enery (6 Ir. 
Eq. 357), and he adopted the reasoning in that judgment.—Covnszt, 
Jenkins, K.C., and Dickinson ; Upjohn, K.O., and R. J. Parker ; Butcher, 
K.0., and W. Higgins; H. B. Vaisey. Soxtcrrors, Currie, Welliams, § 
Wiliams ; Richard Ballard ; Trower, Still, Freeling, § Parkin; E. Bevir. 


[Reported by A. R. Taytour, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


TUNNICLIFFE & HAMPSON (LIM.) v. WEST LEIGH COLLIERY 
CO. ‘LIM,) Swinfen Eady, J. 3rd, 10th, and 24th June. 


Svrrort— Action vor SunstpENce —Deprectation 1x Setumc Vaur 
Cavsep ny Risk or Fururr Sunstpence Nor ALLOwRpD—DrrreRENCE IN 
Vatuz Berween New ann Rerarrep Burpine ALLOWED. 


Motion, The plaintiffs were a cotton-spinning company, owners and 
— of the Firs Mills at West Leigh, in Lancashire, and the defendants 
& colliery company owning the minerals beneath the Firs.Estate. This 
Was an action brought to recover damages for injury by subsidence, The 

nee admitted that by their past working the defendants had 
caused injury to the mills, but stated that no workings near the 
sid mills had been recently used and that no present or future 
haet could injure them. A sum was paid into court in satis- 
j ion, which the plaintiffs refused as insufficient, and a consent 
Udgment was taken in August, 1904, directing an inquiry as to the 








damages to which the plaintiffs were entitled by reason of the walieg 
of the defendants’ se apple! er agreed that the judgment sh 
include damage which after the date of the judgment due to 
acts of the defendants done prior to it, and that such damage should be 
the subject of a further inquiry from time to time, if and when it occurred, 
under the judgment then taken. Under section 13 of the Arbitration 
Act, 1889, the inquiry as to was referred to an official referee in 
December, 1904. The report of the official referee was made on the 5th 
of April, 1905, and assessed the damages as follows: In of the 
injury to the plaintiffs’ engine and the consequent loss the defendants 
were not liable. The cost of repairs to the premises was assessed 
£1,300, and as damages for depreciation the sum of £13,200 was allowed. 
This last finding of the referee was impeached and cross motions were 
brought, the plaintiffs asking that the report should be adopted and the 
defendants that it should be varied by omitting the item of £13,200. For 
the defendants it was urged that the official referee had proceeded on a 
wrong principle and had included, by considering the present sale-value 
an allowance for risk of future , and that as the defendants would 
be liable for any future damage if and when it occurred, they would thus 
have to pay twice over for the same loss, whereas if it never occurred 
they would have paid unnecessarily, The , too, were excessive 
even on that principle, 15 per cent. having been taken all round for 
general depreciation, whereas it was only a part of the property which was 
injured at all. Counsel for the plaintiffs argued that they had shewn 
before the official referee that the mills had been very seriously injured by 
subsidence, and that even after the execution of the repairs allowed for in 
the item of £1,300 the appearance and condition of the mills would not 
be as they were before, even if the loss of sale-value due to risk of future 
subsidence were omitted contrary to their contention. 

June 24.—Swiren Eapy, J., gave judgment on the question whether 
the item of £13,200 should be allowed or not, It is contended by the 
defendants that the official referee was wrong in having regard to the 
value of the property for the purposes of sale in estimating , and 
that he should have paid regard to the value of the property only as a 
going concern. The mills have been seriously damaged and will not, 
when repaired, be in as good condition as before. I now proceed to 
consider whether the official referee did in fact take into account and 
allow for the risk of future damage, and whether he was right in so doing. 
A consideration of the evidence shews that in arriving at the actual 
damage already sustained by the plaintiffs—namely, the difference between 
the saleable value before and after the subsidence—there was taken into 
account the risk of future subsidence as a factor reducing the present 
value to purchasers. For instance, evidence was given for the plaintiffs 
that the mill had been reduced in valus from 15s. 9d. per spindle to 10s. 6d. 
per spindle, and this was explained by saying that very little further sub- 
sidence would put the mills out of gear and reduce the value of the machinery 
to that of scrap-iron. Intending purchasers of shares and debentures 
finding this out would not purchase for a price commensurate with the 
present profit-earning power of the mill. he defendant's witnesses also 
took the future risk intoaccount. The official referee himself at the conclu- 
sion of the evidence said : ‘‘ It seems to me that I must take into considera- 
sion that a purchaser of these mills, or a tenant of these mills, might have his 
mind affected as regards the price that he would pay by the fact of the 
possibility of further disturbance to these mills.” Indeed, the plaintiffs 
did not seriously contest that the official referee had taken this view, but 
insisted that he was right in so doing, and that it was a question of fact 
that had to be considered in arriving at the amount of depreciation— 
namely, that every ible purchaser would take into account the 
risk of future subsidence. It was in terms that if the risk 
of future subsidence prejudicially affects the actual present selling 
value of the property in the mind of an intending purchaser, 
who will therefore give less money, this is present not future 
depreciation, and can be recovered in this action, though the defend- 
ants would still be liable for damage caused by future subsidences. 
It was settled by the House of Lords in Darley Main Colliery Co. v. Mitchell 
(11 A. C. 127, affirming 32 W. R. 947), that in the case of a second or 
further subsidence the cause of action does not arise until the further sub- 
sidence occurs. Previous to that case it had been held that on damage 
arising from the removal of support, the damages were to be assessed once 
for all, including as well future damage as existing - But Lamb v. 
Walker (26 W. R. 775, 3 Q. B. D. 389) was definitely overruled by the 
decision of the House of Lords just referred to. The law is that in the 
case of colliery workings, where the mine-owner is lawfully working his 
own minerals, damages cannot be recovered for the future apprehended 
injury, whether there is or is not any existing actual “> > t follows, 
in my opinion, that the surface-owner cannot recover any depreciation or 
diminution in the present selling value of his property caused by the 
apprehension of future damage. Saccant depreciation caused by the risk 
of future injury is not, in my judgment, recoverable in cases like the 
pa, any more than the future itself. As the official referee 

as included this in his award, the matter must go back to him for recon- 
sideration. I am satisfied that the defendants are not precluded from 
taking the objection before me by any acquiescence of their counsel before 
the official referee. The objection was taken and insisted on that for 
future damage the tiffs would have their remedy, whereas if allo 
for it now and the damage never occurred the defendants would have no 
remedy. On the other hand, I cannot accede to the contention of the defend- 





ants that the official referee ought not to regard the selling value of the 
property, but only its profit-earning capacity. A mill which has been much 
cracked and injured, although repaired, is manifestly not of the same selling 
valusas before itwas injured. Evenif the mill be not sold, but retained by the 
plaintiffs, its value being reduced, the liability of the defendants is not 





affected. The plaintiffs are, in my opinion, entitled to recover the differ- 
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ence in value between the mill before it was injured and the mill after it 
has been repaired as far as possible, allowing nothing, however, for future 
apprehended damage. The plaintiffs are entitled tothe costs of the items 
on which they succeeded, with a set-off on accounf of the claim for injury 
to the engine, on which they failed. The rest of the costs I reserve.— 
Counset, Langdon, K.C., O. L. Clare, and F. L. Wright; Pickford, K.C., 
and A. H. Jessel. Souicrrors, Gribble, Oddie, Sinclair, & Johnson, for J. S. 
Corbett, Cardiff ; Williamson, Hill, & Co., for Ingledew § Sons, Cardiff. 
[Reported by C. H. Carpew Noap, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
LLOYD & CO. v. SHEEN. Div. Court. ist July. 


Sure— Seaman—Conrract or Service FoR OrpINARY VoYAGE—CARRIAGE OF 
ConTRABAND—SoME Or THE Crew Rervse To Procerp into DanGER ZoNE 
—AGREEMENT BY Master TO Fetcu Tuese Sartors, Wao Were Lert at 
Nevtrat Port, Arrer Discnarcinc Carco—Voyace TERMINATED BY 
Loss or VesseL—Seamen Sent Home Unpver Boarp or TrapE Orper— 
Rieut to Barance or Wacrs—Mercuant Surrrrine Act, 1894, s. 158. 


Case stated by Alderman Smallman, sitting at the Guildhall Justice 
Room, ona summons issued by the respondent under the Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1894, against the appellants, claiming balance of wages due to the 24th 
of October, 1904, for services as able seaman on board the steamship 
Aginevurt. The case stated that on the 22nd of April, 1904, the respondent 
signed articles for a voyage not exceeding two years’ duration to any ports 
and places within the limits of 75 deg. N. and 60 deg. S., commencing at 
Barry, proceeding thence to Hong Kong and thereafter trading 
to ports in any rotation and to end at such port in the 
United Kingdom or Continent of Europe (within home trade 
limits) as might be required by the master. The Agincourt 
left Barry with Welsh coal for Hong Kong or Shanghai as 
might be ordered by the charterers at Singapore. At that time Japan 
and Russia were at war and coal had been declared contraband, and these 
facts were known to all parties. The coal was sent out as a speculation 
and insurance was effected against war risks before the vessel left. The 
cargo was sold for Nagasaki when the vessel was between Natal and 
Singapore. On her arrival at the latter place on the 27th of June the 
master was ordered to proceed to Nagasaki instead of Hong Kong. It was 
not, however, until they reached Shanghai that the crew knew that the 
vessel was going with this cargo to any place other than Hong Kong, and 
with the exception of the officers and one man all declined to proceed, 
although two months’ extra pay was offered them. It was then arranged 
by the master that the crew should remain at Singapore in the Sailors’ 
Home, that a Chinese crew should be shipped as substitutes for the men 
left behind, and that he should call for the crew on his way back. 
The vessel then proceeded to Nagasaki and discharged her cargo 
but was lost on her way back and notice of abandonment was 
given to the underwriters. The respondent and the rest of the crew 
remained at the Sailors’ Home till the 4th of September at the cost 
of the appellants, when on that date they were sent under a Board of 

order to London from Singapore as distressed British seamen, 
where they arrived on the 23rd of October, and on the 24th of October the 
respondent applied for his wages to date, which the appellants declined 
to pay. The alderman gave judgment for the amount the respondent 
(the seaman) claimed subject to certain proper deductions, and it was 
against that decision that the shipowners appealed. 

Tue Covet (Lord Atvenstorr, 0.J.,and Dante and Jetr, JJ.) held 
that with regard to the arrangement made at Hong Kong there was evidence 
that it was intended that so far as wages were concerned the contract 
should continue, and the men were therefore entitled to wages up to their 
return to England. The decision of the alderman was accordingly affirmed 
and the appeal dismissed.—Cotnsr., Dawson Millar ; A. Neilson. Soutcrrors, 
Botterell & Roche; Leonard Tubbs. 


[Reported by Exsxixz Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
EDMUNDSON v, RENDER, Buckley, J. 27th June. 


Resreaist or Trape—Covenant—Soriciror—Dormsc Worx 
Lerrer Postrep Ovrtstpz Prontirrep ABE. 


The question in this case was whether the defendant, J. W. Render, who 
is a solicitor practising at Harrogate, had done any work or act within a 
certain area in breach of his agreement with the plaintiff. By articles of 

t of the 20th of July, 1893, between the plaintiff, who was a 
solicitor, and the defendant, the latter bound himself to serve his clerk- 
ship with the plaintiff, and the plaintiff agreed to teach and instruct him 
in the usual manner. The eement contained a proviso that the 
defendant covenanted that he should “‘ not at any time hereafter, either on 
his own behalf or as clerk or partner or otherwise on behalf of any person 
or persons who practise, or who may practise, or carry on the business or 
profession of « solicitor, do any work or act, for or on behalf of any person 
of persons, usually done by solicitors, within a radius of 15 miles from 
Masham Market Cross, without the written permission of the said Charles 
Francis Peter Edmundson, or of the said firm, or the successor or 
successors of the said firm; and the said John William Render will in 
case of any infringement of this covenant on his part submit to an injunc- 
tion, and abide by the decision of any court of law or equity as to damages 
and costs.” The defendant served the plaintiff as clerk pursuant to the 
agreement until August, 1499. He was admitted in August, 1901, and 


on Actr— 





thereupon opened an office at Harrogate, and practised there as a solicitor, 
Harrogate is outside the above-mentioned radius. The defendant, hoy. 
ever, resided at Nutwith Cote Farm, within about a mile and a quarter of 
Masham Market Cross. The plaintiff practised in partnership with 
another person within the area. The plaintiff alleged breaches of th 
covenant by the defendant, and brought this action tor an injunction tp 
restrain him in terms of the covenant. The defendant admitted that hy 
had in October, 1904, on the instruction of a client who resided within th 
area, written to two persons separately at their addresses within the are 
demanding an apology for an alleged slander, and also costs and expense 
alleged to have been incurred by his client ; and that in November, | 
on the instructions of another client, who resided within the radius, he 
written and sent a letter to a person, at that person’s address within 
radius, to collect a debt, with the charges of the defendant as a solicitor, 
It was, however, contended on his bebalf that these acts were not dong 
within the prohibited area, and were therefore not breaches of the cove. 
nant, because, upon the authority Dunlop v. Higgins (1H. L. Cas, 381) 
and Taylor v. Jones (1 Com. Pl. Div. 91), and other cases, when letters were 
posted the Postmaster-General was the agent of the person to whom the 
letters were sent, and that therefore the acts of the defendant were com. 
pleted at the time when the letters were posted outside the area. 

Buckxiry, J.—A man who writes to a person who is within a district 
does an act within that district. He may either go himself to the person 
within the district, or he may go by his agent, or he may go there by 
sending a letter. If you hand a letter in to the post office making a 
demand, and it reaches a person within the radius, it is a demand made 
within that radius. If a client had an estate within the area the solicitor 
in this case could not collect the rents or distrain for rent within the area, 
and he cannot write to require payment or threatening to distrain. It is 
conceded that the clients who gave the instructions lived within the area, 
but I do not see that anything turns on that. The test is, Was or was not 
the act by the solicitor done within the area; and was it or not an act 
usually done by solicitors? I hold that such an act as that prohibited by 
the agreement is done when a letter of the kind which the defendant sent 
is written and sent to a person addressed within the area.—Counsn, 
Buckmaster, K.C., and Maugham; Astbury, K.C., and O. Thompson, 
Soricrrors, Edgar Robins & Clark ; Arthur Toovey. 


[Reported by Nevitiz Tessurr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 








Law Societies. 


The Law Society. 


We continue from p. 600 our extracts from the report of the Council: 

Colonial Solicitors Act, 1900.—Since the issue of the annual report for the 
year 1904 Orders in Council have been made applying the Colonial Solicitors 
Act to Madras and Bombay. The list of orders made up to the end of the 
year 1904 will be found on p. 210 of the handbook. To these Bombay 
should now be added. 

Land Transfer Acts.—No inquiry has yet been held. In May of last yea 
Mr. H. D. Greene, M.P., at the request of the Council, moved for the usual 
annual return of the work done in the Land Registry. This was refused, 
notwithstanding it had been granted without question since the year 180. 
In September a statement appeared in several leading papers that it was 
the intention of the Government to extend compulsory registration to all 
the large towns in the country. The Council communicated with the 
Provincial Law Societies thereon. On the 21st of January, 1905, Mr. Gerald 
Balfour stated that it was not the present intention of the Government te 
introduce any measure for the compulsory extension of the Act. The 
refusal of an inquiry, the refusal of returns, and the suggestion of over 
riding the wishes of the county councils, none of which, outside London, 
can be induced to adopt the Act, do not indicate a satisfactory state of 
affairs at the Land Registry. It is admitted on all sides that the real test 
of success or failure is the number of applications for registration with an 
absolute freehold title. The following table gives the figures : 

Year. Absolute titles. 

1899 18 

1900 21 

1901 20 

1902 15 

1903 36 

1904 to 30th Sept. 44 

154 

The figures down to the end of the year 1902 are taken from the Annual 
Returns. Those for the year 1903 and first nine months of the year 1904 
are extracted from the London Gazette. ‘This period is taken for purposes 
comparison, inasmuch as the Registrar stated dn his paper read at the 
Institute of Bankers on the Ist of February, 1905, that down to the end of 
September, 1904, 73,562 separate GF OY had been placed on the register. 
It is thus apparent that not 3 per 1, of the persons who are forced to 


register their properties at the Land Registry see any advantage in the 


system. The compulsory registrations in a day are as many 48 
voluntary registrations in a year. The system of deferred fees and in- 
adequate investigation of title inaugurated in 1903 has borne some 

but at what ultimate cost to the insurance fund cannot yet be known. It 
is to be noted that the building societies have not accepted the induce 
ment offered to them at the cost of other landowners by the Fee Rules 


1903, The rules, after prescribing the deferred fees to be paid ai 
tion with an absolute title, state that ‘‘ Where the value of the does 
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not exceed £1,000, and a building society, friendly society, or 
industrial and provident society has, before the title is made 
absolute, advanced not less than half the value of the land on 
the security of a registered charge, the deferred fee shall be remitted.”’ 
For the year ending the 3lst of March, 1904, £6,000 was allowed in the 


required. The official note on this is as follows: ‘‘In February, 1903, 
rw favourable terms were offered to the public for registration of 
lute titles from which it was thought possible that a large immediate 
increase of work would result. The increase has hitherto been only 
ual, and in the current year’s estimates this provision is reduced.” 
e directors of the great building societies, who may be said to be the 
only non-professional men who understand the subject of land transfer, 
are unanimous in condemnation of the Land Registry system notwith- 
standing that special rules have been made and fees have been remitted 
in order to attract their business. The Council consider that the efforts of 
the society should now be directed towards a revocation of the Order in 
Council of the 18th of July, 1898, making registration compulsory in the 
administrative county of London, leaving unaffected registration as a 
voluntary system. Down tothe end of September, 1904, 73,562 separate 
properties of an aggregate value of £77,585,225 had been placed on the 
register, and 75,753 transactions by sale, mortgage, inheritance, and 
otherwise had been recorded of these properties, making a total of 149,315 
applications dealt with. With 73,562 separate properties on the register, 
valued at upwards of £77,000,000, the officials are surely able to demonstrate, 
if it is possible to do so, that registration of title under the conditions that 
exist in England does simplify titles and facilitate the transfer of land, and 
if registration in London now ceased to be ee opportunities of 
comparison between the market values of registered and unregistered land 
would be afforded such as could be obtained in no other way. What is 
believed to be the tirst claim on the insurance fund came before the court 
in April last, on appeal by the Treasury from the registrar’s decision 
awarding compensation. ‘The registrar’s award was confirmed. The case 
is pee under the title Attorney-General v. Odell (21 T. L. R. 458). It 
may be compared with the case of Gibbs v. Messer (1891, A. C. 248). 
Licensing Act, 1904.—Members are referred to what is stated on pp. 24 
and 25 of the annual report for 1904 with reference to the Licensing Bill 
then before Parliament, now the Licensing Act, 1904, which came into 
operation on the Ist of January, 1905. The position before the Act was 
that solicitors had audience in licensing casea at brewster sessions, before 
the licensing committees of quarter sessions generally, and, in some cases, 
at quarter sessions themselves, the practice in the two latter cases being 
determined by the particular court. But under the Act of 1904 the position 
is materially changed. The question of the refusal to renew an existing 
on-licence on general grounds is no longer determined by the local magis- 
trates in brewster sessions, but must be referred to quarter sessions, acting 
through a standing committee, as the licensing authority, to which also the 
power of the county licensing committee to confirm new licences and any 
other power of that committee is transferred. When the Bill was in the 
Commons Sir Albert Rollit, at the request of the Council, moved an 
amendment intended to secure for solicitors a statutory right of audience 
in licensing cases before this licensing authority, but the House 
determined, on a division, to leave the present practice untouched by 
allowing each quarter sessions bench to regulate its own practice. There- 
upon a deputation from the Council saw the Home Office, with a view to 


, in the rules to be made under the —g provision giving 


audience to solicitors, but with the same negative fesult. The Council, 
however, are able to report a satisfactory measure of success arising out of 
communications direct to the various quarter sessions, in which they 
Were ably assisted by the Provincial Law Societies. In forty-two counties 
solicitors have been given a full right of audience, in four counties they 
have been given a partial right, and in seven they have been excluded from 
audience altogether. All the county boroughs that have made rules on 
the subject have given audience to solicitors. The Council cannot but 
that it is for the public benefit that solicitors, equally with counsel, 
should have audience in licensing matters, and they hope that members 
on business in those counties in which solicitors are at present 
excluded will use their best endeavours to secure a modification of the 
Quarter Sessions Rules when an opportunity occurs. 

Somerset House Regulatvons.—The Council have given much attention to 
the working of the new regulations for the transaction of business in the 
Estate Duty Office, and are pleased to find that complaints to the Council 
are greatly diminishing in number. Members who have still to complain 
of delay or difficulty in transacting business are, however, requested to 
communicate with the Council. As members areaware, difficulty often occurs 
on the purchase of real estate owing to the fact that a certificate of pay- 
ment of duty under section 11 (1) of the Finance Act, 1894, will be given 
only on the request of the person accounting for the duty. The Council 
Pointed out this difficulty to the commissioners, and they have offered to 
issue to purchasers a letter which will relieve them from liability to duty. 

Amendments of the Companies Acts.—A Departmental Committee of the 
int of Trade has now under consideration the question of amendments 

he Acts relating to joint stock companies, and at the request of the 
_the Council have nominated Mr. J. W. Budd as a member of the 
open It is understood that attention is being specially directed to 
t © growing practice of issuing companies without a prospectus; (2) 
te a outside England of companies carrying on business in 
land and appealing to English investors; (3) the extension of the 
Provisions of the Act of 1900 with regard to the registration of mortgages 
area charges, to include all mortgages and charges, and not only those 
ted since the lst of January, 1901; (4) the amendment of Table A of 
Act of 1862. The Council have appointed a special committee to 















Law Students’ Journal. 


Calls to the Bar. : 


The following gentlemen were called to the baron Wednesday : 

Lincotn’s-1nn.—O. R. A. Simpkin, M.A. (certificate of honour, C.L.E., 
Easter term, 1905), New Coll., Oxford; Bapoojee Dorabjee Vacha, M.A.. 
B.N.C., Oxford; D. G. Campbell-Johnson, M.A., B.C.L., Ball. Coll., 
Oxford; A. S. Verden, London Univ.; H. UD. McLaren, Ball. Coll., 
Oxford ; H. L. Lubeck, B.A., B.L., Calcutta Univ.; B. Gabriel, Downing 
Coll., Camb. ; H. N. Spalding, B.A., New Coll., Oxford; R. K. V. Bax, 
B.A., St. John’s Coll., Oxford ; C. W. Farwell ; G. G. Mennell, Worcester 
Coll., Oxford; F. R. Senanayeke, Downing Coll., Camb.; FF. CO. A. 
Barrett-Lennard ; R. L. M. Charlton, Queens’ Coll., Camb. ; Mangesh Bal 
Kolasker, M.R.A.S. ; H. M. Robertson, B.A., New Coll., Oxford; H. F. 
Ribeiro; G. E. C. Clayton, B.A., Worcester Coll., Oxford ; Ohené Kwesi 
Quardé; 8. O. Rowad-Hamilton ; W. R. 7 B.A., M.D., Lond. ; R. 
G. Fitz-Gerald, C.0.C., Oxford; T. W. Warrington, Durham Univ. ; 
Mohamed Anwar Ali; W.H. Salter, B.A., LL.B., Trin. Coll., Camb. ; 
H. S. Barker ; R. Hans Raj; C. W. Clinton; Mohammad Abdul Bari; 
| Major E. M. Poynton; Sigismund Adolphus Leonard Orunmakinde 
Macaulay ; W. W. Brew; F. L. C. Floud, London Univ. ; Bejoy Chandra 
Chatterjee ; J. P. Brown-Pobee; and Mallem Chengalvarayulu Naidu. 

Inner Tempte.—A. C. Hamilton Russell, M.A., Oxford (certificate of 
honour, Trinity Term, 1904); J. G. Burn, B.A., LL.B., Camb.; J. 8. 
Tew, London Univ. and M.D., B.Sc., Durham; A. J. McCuilock, B.A., 
Oxford ; F. O. Cameron, B.A., Oxford; W. F. E. Denison, M.A., Oxford ; 
J. A. W. Hannen, M.A., Oxford; F. W. C. Moss, B.A., Camb.; L. C. 
Cox, Oxford; G. R. Hathorn, B.A., Camb.; J. T. D. Hutton; A. C. 
Aglionby ; J. H. Hull, B.A., Oxford ; Mahomed Ismail Khan, B.A., Camb. ; 
E. le C. Byrne, B.A., Oxford; R Symes, B.A., LL.B , Camb. ; F. B. Adler, 
B.A., Camb.; E. J. B. Herbert, B.A., Camb. ; G. de la P. Hargreaves, B.A., 
Oxford ; R. M. Banks, B.A., Oxford; J. W. 8. Armstrong; H. L. Beazley, 
B.A., Oxford; W. B. Lloyd, B.A., Uxford ; A. T. C. Cree, B.A., Oxford ; 
J. H. Watts; G. M. Maitland, B.A., Camb. ; V. Lindemere, B.A., Camb. ; 
N. B. Goldie, B.A., LL.B., Camb. ; L. G. Hoare, B.A., Camb. ; B. R. T. 
Grindle, M.A., Oxford; H. O. O’Hagan, b.A., Oxford; R. A. Dyott, 
B.A., Oxford; W. H. S. Garnett, B.A., Camb. ; M. J. de Freitas, Oxford ; 
R. Falcon, M.A., Oxford; D. Kingdon, B.A., LL.B., Camb.; G. E. 
Garrick; C. K. Tatham, B.A., Camb.; F. A. Shepstone; Don Adrian 
Saint Valentine Jayewardene ; and G. H. Head, M.A., Camb. 

Mippte Tempte.—F. A. W. Lucas, B.A. Oxford, Studentship and 
Certificate of Honour, Trinity Term, 1905; J. M. Diggle, B.A. Oxford, 
Certificate of Honour, Easter Term, 1905; J. T. Pratt, of H.M. Consular 
Service, China, Certificate of Honour, Trinity Term, 1905, Campbell Foster 
prize, Easter Term, 1904; E. T. C. Werner, H.M. Consul, Kiang-chau and 
Pate-hoi, China; A. Fotheringham, B.A., LL.B. Camb.; R. A. Gray, 
Captain, Royal Irish Fusiliers, LL.B., B.A. Trin. Coll., Dublin ; Syed Abid 
Hasan, B.A. Camb.; Mohammad Abdul Hafeez; Manmathanath Basu, 
B.A. Calcutta; R. St. J. Braddell, B.A. Oxford; St. J. Lucas, 
M.A., Univ. Coll., Oxford; E. C. Howard, B.A. Oxford; J. F. 
Tindal ‘Tinkinson, B.A. Oxford; J. B. Kerr, B.A. Camb; Lax- 
mishanker Kurnashanker Dave; A. E. Lopez; C. E. Law, Campbell 
Foster prize, Easter, 1903; Jacques Abady; S. S. Steel, B.A. Camb. ; 
E, J. A. Taylor; G. H. Thomas; J. C. R. Pohl; E. D. Moses; Rajata 
Nath Ray, B.A. Calcutta; E. J. Williams; Mohammad — Hosian, 
B.A., Allahabad Univ.; M. J. Pretorius; J. S. Smit; ‘ E. Bok, 
LL.D. Leiden; J. H. F. E. R. C. G. Van Pittius, LL.B. Leiden ; 8. 
Wade; E. A. Blomfield; F. 8. Toogood, M.D. Lond., first class Thera- 
peutics, M.R.C.S. Eng., L.S.A. Lond., D.P.H., BR. C. P. and S., Lond. ; 
Birendro Nath Sasmal; E. H. C. O'Flaherty; G. J. Spreull, M.A., 
LL.B. Glas. A 
Gray's-1nn.—D, Beggs; N. L. C. Macaskie, Holt scholar, Gray’s-inn, 
1902, Lee prizeman, 1903, Joint Arden scholar, 1904; Nanabhai Dayabhai 
Daru, B.Sc., B.A., and scholar of Bombay Univ.; T. W. Marshall, 
B.C.L., Lincoln Coll., Oxford; G. 8S. Browne, B.A., Hertford Coll., 
Oxford; H. Coates, M.D., Victoria Univ., medical officer of health ; 
A. F. N. Thavenot, London Univ.; W. 8. De Saram, London Univ. ; J. 
Tetley, London Univ ; J. F. Butler-Hogan, B.A., LL.B., Royal Univ. of 
Ireland, M.D. (Brux.), D.P.H., medical officer of health; F. ©. W. 
Werninck ; H. W. Morrison, of the Uncovenanted Civil Service of India ; 
Adam Brand M.A., late Fellow of Pemb. Coll., Camb.; Piara Lal Dhawan, 
B.A., Christ’s Coll., Camb., M.A., Punjab Univ. 











It is announced that in consequence of the visit of the King to Man- 
chester on Thursday, the 13th inst., to open the new docks there, the 
commission day for the summer assizes has been pos from Tuesday, 
the 11th, to Thursday, the 13th inst. Both civil and criminal business will 
be commenced the following day, Friday, the I4th, at 11 o'clock im the 
morning. 

The Zimes reprints an abstract from its issue of a hundred years ago 
relative to a discussion in the House of Lords as to whether that House 
should be designated ‘‘ House of Lords’? or ‘* House of Peers.” Lord 
Stanhope remarked that the term Peers would not comprehend the 
Bishops, who, though Lords of Parliament, were not Peers. The Lord 
Chancellor thought the proper legal designation was the “‘ House of 
Lords,”’ inasmuch as it consisted of the Spiritual and ——— > 
Parliament assembled. Lord Stanhope rose a second time and o' 

that — Bishops were once deno Peers, they would be Peers 
ever after, 





and report on the subject. 
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Obituary. 
Mr. Staveley Hill, K.C. 


e 

The death is announced of the Right Hon. Alexander Staveley Hill, K.C., 
P.C., D.C.L. He was educated at_St. John’s College, Oxford, and was 
called to the bar in 1851. He was appointed Recorder of Banbury in 1866, 
and in 1874 became Deputy High Steward of Oxford University. He was 
for thirty-two years a Member of the House of Commons, and was many 
years ago appointed counsel to the Admiralty and Judge Advocate General 
of the Fleet. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Laurence Morton Brown, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Stipendiary Magistrate of Birmingham, in the place of Mr. Thomas Milnes 
rang resigned. 


Mr. Liowzt Jutran Watrorp, Solicitor, has been appointed Town Clerk of 
the Borough of Holborn. 


Mr. Harotp Trevor Baxer, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Secretary to the Royal Commission appointed to hold an investigation 
respecting War Stores in South Africa. 


Mr. J. W. Sr. Lawrance Lesure, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
a Revising Barrister on the Oxford Circuit. 

Sir R. B. Frintay, G.C.M.G., K.C., M.P., is to be sworn a Privy 
Councillor. 

The honour of Knighthood has been conferred on Mr. Puitre Crampton 


Suyty, LL.D., Chief Justice of Sierra Leone, and Mr. Francis Tayior 
Piccorr, Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of the Colony of Hong Kong. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Murray Newron Puetrs and Cuartes Ex, solicitors (Phelps & Ekin), 
Birmingham. Junell. So far as regards the said Charles Ekin, who 
retires from the firm; the said Murray Newton Phelps will continue the 
said practice under his own name. [ Gazette, June 30. 


Cuartes Frank Anprews, Constantine pe Covurcy Hamitron, and 
Ricuarp Tuomas Bow y, solicitors (Lane, Fagge, Andrews, & Hamilton), 
Fitzalan House, Arundel-street, Strand, London. June 30. So far as 
regards the said Constantine de Courcy Hamilton. 


Frepenick Srantey Parker and Rupert Henry Byrne, solicitors (Oliver, 
Richards, Parker, & Byrne), 16, Warwick-street, Regent-street, London, 
June 30. 

Ersest Avert Hower and Witt1am Water Keicutiey Paar, solici- 
tors (Traill, Howell, & Page), 46, Queen Victoria-street, London, E.C. 
June 30. [ Gazette, July 4. 





Information Required. 


Cuantes Bowyer, deceased, late of 13, Old Quebec-street, W.—Any 
person able to give information as to Will of deceased is requested to 
communicated with Field, Roscoe, & Co., 36, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 





General. 
Mr. Justice Wills has this week resumed his sittings in court. 


On the 30th ult. the Royal Assent was given by commission to the 
Finance Bill, the Closing of Licensed Premises (Christmas Day) (Ireland) 
Bill, and about eighty provisional order and private Bills. 


The Supreme Court of Rhode Island, says the Albany Law Journal, a 
few days ago held its final session at Newport. Hereafter the court will 
meet in Providence. Justice Blodgett, in view of the historical nature of 
event, called attention to the remarkable history of the court. He said: 
*‘ Sixteen years before King Charles the Second granted the charter of 1666 
to the Colony of Rhode Island, the general aesembly, then acting under 
the charter granted during the protectorate of Oliver Cromwell, created a 
‘General Court of Tryalls’ for the colony. From 1647 to the present 
time, a iod of 258 years, the highest court of the Colony and State, 
under ating titles and varying jurisdiction, has held its session in New- 
port. Few, indeed, are the courts whose succession can be traced in due 
order from the protectorate of Cromwell, through the restoration of Charles 
the Second, and the house of Stewart, the reigns of William and Mary and 
Queen Anne, First, Second, and Third Georges, the Revolution and the 

t existence of the State, and subsequent history of the republic. 

For more than 150 years of that eons the court has been held in this 
ancient structure, from whose balcony the demise and accession of 
successive kings of England have been proclaimed, the Declaration of 
was announced, and proclamation has been made to 

successive generations of the citizens of the State of the result of their own 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or ReGistrRars IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Emercency Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. TA. No. 2. KeExKEwIcH. FaRwett, 
Monday, July ........00 10 Mr. Church Mr. R. Leach Mr. Beal Mr. W. Leach 
1 Greswell Godfrey Carrington Theed 
en i R. Leach Beal Ww. 
Farmer Godfrey Carrington Theed 
eed R. Leach Beal W. Leach 
W. Leach Godfrey Carrington eed 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date Buck.ey. Joyog. Swinren Eapy. Wakraginertos, 
Mr. Pemberton Mr. Greswell Mr. Carrington 
Jackson Church Beal 
Pemberton Greswell Godfrey 
Jackson Church R. Leach 
Pemberton Greswell Jackson 
Jackson Church Pemberton 








COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1905. 
(Continued from p. 586.) 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 

(Final List.) 

1905. 


Waite v Jennings appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
March 18, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex March 23 ; 

Palethorpe v The Home Brewery Co appl of défts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Farwell, dated March 1, 1905, Middlesex March 27 

Stuckey v Hooke appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Warrington, 
dated March 20, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex March 30 

Geary, Walker, & Co ld v Walter Lawrence & Son appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated March 28, 1905, without a jury, 
Middlesex April 6 : ' , 

Hickingbottom v O’Gram appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated March 30, 1905, without a jury, Leeds April 7 i 

Rumball v Bunting appl of pitif from judgt of Mr Justice Channel, 
dated March 11, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex April 12 

The Agricultural Holdings, England, Acts, 1883 to 1900 In the Matter 
of an Arbitration between John Smith (Tenant) and the Duke of Devon- 
shire (Landlord) appl of J Smith from judgt of His Honour Judge , 
Court of Middlesex, Brentford, dated Aprii7, 1905 April 14 

Weeks v Weeks appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
Feb 22, 1905, without a jury, Bristol April 17 ; p 

Bassan v Taylor appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
April 10, 1905, with a common jury, London April 19 

Guardians, &c, of Southwark Union v Taylor appl of The Southwark 
Guardians from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices 
Kennedy and Ridley, dated April 12,1905 April 19 : 

London and North Western Ry Co v Jones appl of deft, from judgt of 
Mr Justice Walton, dated Dec 20, 1904, without a jury, Chester April 


» 6 ; 

Lambert v Tewkesbury appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Jef, 
dated April 14, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex April 28. 

Lumsden v The Shipcote Land Co appl of pltff from; judgt of Mr 
Justice Ridley, dated March 2, 1905, with a special jury, Newcastle-on- 

ne Mayl J 

Woolwich Union (Applts) v Fulham Guardians (Respts) appl of applts 
from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Kennedy and Ridley, 
dated April 13, 1905 May 3 

Alexander & Sons v The Caspian Cold and Alfred Suart appl of deft 
from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated April 1, 1905, Middlesex 
8 4 . * . 

Carlton (trading as E Carlton & Co) v The Camberwell Palace of Varieties 
appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated May 2, 1905, 
without a jury, Middlesex May 16 ; 

Tewson and ors v Dainty appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated May 13, 1902, without a jary, Middlesex May 20 

Bachmann and anr v Aschenbach and anr appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Channell, dated Apri! 19, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex 

ay 22 j 

Weinze v Smith and anr Same v Gill and ors appl of defts from judgt 

of Mr Justice Bray, dated April 19, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex 
23 : 

J Bt Arbitration between the Council of the Administrative Council of 
Durham and the Mayor, &c, of the County Borough of West Hartlepool 
app of the Mayor, &c, of West Hartlepool from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, dated May 10, 1905 _— — and cross-notice by County 
of Durham, dated June 3, 1905 y 2 : 

The King on the relation of William James (Applicant) vJB Mellel 
(Respt) appl of applicant from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice 
Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated May 15, 1905 May 24 ; ol 

Clark v The London General Omnibus Cold appl of defts from juig 
Mr Justice Darling, dated May 11, 1905, with a common jury, Mi 





choice of governor and other general officers for more than 100 years,” 





May 29 
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Farringdon Works, &c, Cold v Kelly appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Channell, dated May 17, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex 


May 30 

Kirby vy Hunslet Union appl of applicant from judgt of the Lord Chief 
Justice and Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated May 15, 1905 (soJune 21, 
by order) May 30 , 

The King v Pearson (expte L M Pearson) appl of L M Pearson (in 
person) from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Kennedy and 
Ridley, dated May 15,1905 May 31 

Felton v Wharrie appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
May 29, 1905, jury discharged, Middlesex June 1 

Williamson & Son v Pilkington appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kennedy, dated Dec 1, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex (re-entered by 
Jeave, May 31, 1905) June 2 

d’s Bank v Medway (Upper) Navigation Co appl of defts from judgt 
of otk ustice Channell, dated May 19, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex 
June 

lewis v Baker appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated May 23, 
1905, without a jury, London June 6 

In re Hulbert Aldridge, gentleman, solr, &c (expte G Beswick-Darley) 
appl of G Beswick-Darley from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated June 5, 
1905 June 7 

Swanley Coal Co v Denton (Gillespie, clmt) appl of clmt from judgt of 
the = —— Justice and Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated May 31, 
1905 June 

Brinsmead & Goddard v Ellis appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, 
dated May 17, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex June 7 

Cowley v Whittome appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
May 30, 1905, with a common jury, Middlesex June 8 

Grupnell vy Welch appl of pltff from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and 
Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated May 26,1905 June 8 

Everall y Brown appl of pltff from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and 
Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated May 22, 1905 June 9 

Key v Meath Rural District Council appl of defts from judgt of the Lord 
_ 4 ustice and Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated May 24, 1905 

une 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 


For Hrarinea. 
With Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 

1905. 


Oravia—1904—Folio 438 The Owners of the Steamship Nereus and the 
Owners of the Cargo now or lately therein v The Owners of the 
Steamship Oravia appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Barnes, 
dated Feb 1, 1905 Feb 24 : 

Bearn—1904—Folio 32 The Compagnie Maritime de la Seine, the Owners 
of the Steamship Bearn v The Shoreham Harbour Trustees and the 
london, Brighton and South Coast Ry Co (damage) appl of The 
Shoreham Harbour Trustees (some of the defts) from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bargrave Deane, dated March 31, 1905 April 10 Bearn— 
1904—Folio 32. The Compagnie Maritime de la Seine, the Owners 
of the Steamship Bearn v The Shoreham Harbour Trustees and the 
london, Brighton and South Coast Ry Co (damage) appl of the 
London, Brighton and South Coast Ry Co (some of the gefts) from judgt 
‘of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated March 31,1905 April 10 

Wenvoe—1904— Folios 518 and 516 The Owners of Steamship Cereda v 
the Owners of Steamship Wenvoe (damage) appl of pltff from judgt of 
Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated April 14, 1905 Aprii 28 

Cambrian Monarch—1905—Folio 509 The Clyde Shipping Co ld and ors v 
the Owners of the Cambrian Monarch, her cargo and freight appl of pltffs 
from judgt of the President and Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated April 
5, 1905 May 4 

Chaucer—1905—Folio 213 The Owners of Steamship Highland Mary v The 
Owners of Steamship Chaucer (damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bargrave Deane, dated April 15, 1905 May 10 

Alleghany —1905— Folio 124 The Owners of Steamship Stelling and freight 
v The Owners of Steamship Alleghany and treight (damage) appl of 
defts from judgt of The President, dated May 11, 1905 May 26 


Without Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 
Scarsdale—1904—Folio 464 Charles Baxter v Colin Mc Diamid appl of 
‘iny “2 judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated May 8, 1905 
(Interlocutory List.) 


Heversham Grange—1904—Folio 540 Ditchfield and ors v The Owners of 
teamship Haversham Grange appl of pltffs from order of The President, 
dated May 17, 1905 (s o June 26, by order) May 25 


(Zo be continued.) 








— INcomes.—Houses and Residential Flats can now be Furnished 
& new System of Deferred Payments especially adapted for those with 
incomes who do not wish to disturb investments. Selection from the 


Mae stock in the World, Everything legibly marked in plain 8. 


& Co, (Limited), Tottenham Court-road, London, W.—[Apvr. 


.| July 11.—Messrs. Duncan & Kimpton, at the 


The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


July 10.—Messrs. WEATHERELL & Green, at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Residential Estate, 
known as Oak Hill, Hiidenborough, near Tonbridge, situate about a mile from the 
station, and two miles from Ton! . Solicitors, Mesrs. Nicholson, Patterson, & 

d, London, (See advertisement, June 3, p. x.) 

Mart, at 2,in One Lot :—City of London: 

ag net op Se aaa enh, oak pei A FLL y 

, Devonshire-street adjoining, co i ly opposite - 
street Station, and producing from the penn | Bread Go. (Limited), M 
& Co , and other tenants, £4,100 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Hardisty, Rhodes, & 
Hardisty, London. (See advertisement, June 24, p. v.) 

July 12.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bovusrige.p, at the Mart. at 2:—City of London: The 
Nine Hundred and Ninety Yeais’ Lease of the Block of modern known as 
No. 6, Whice-street, Nos 2and 4, Finsbury-street, and Nos. 11 and 12, Ropemaker- 
street, Moorfields, let at rents amounting to £1,500 annum. Solicitors, W. T. 
Hartcup, Esq., Norwich ; and Messrs. Mellor, Smith-Winby, & Jones, London.—City 
of London: Freehold Investment, comprising a net rent of £100 a year for 18 years, 
with a greatly i income e .  Bolicitors, Messrs. Middleton & 
Gutteridge, Dunstable, Beds. (See advertisements, this week, back page.) 

July 12.—Messrs. Humpert & Fix, at the Mart, at 2, in 63 Lots, by order of the 
none of the by XY - ray General Owen Williams pene ~~ The 
Seco: ortion o: is valuable Estate, comprising hignl: portan' 
Properties consisting of 28 Shops, 24 private Residences (a few with possession), 4 
Licensed Premises (including Crown Hotel), Freehold Ground-rent, and 45 
Cottages, the entirety producing a rental of £2,070 per annum. Solicitors, A. E. 
Sydney. Esq., and Messrs. R. 8. Taylor, Son, & Humbert, London. (See advertise- 
ment, June 3, p. ix.) 

July 13,—Messrs. Trotiorr, at the Mart, at 2:—61, Kensington-court, W., 0 
Corner Mansion of a very so and unique character, built in three storeys with 
semi-basement. Solicitors, Messrs. Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, & , London.— 

5, West Halkin-street, Belgrave-square, 8.W., medium-sized House, suitable either 

as a private residence or fora professional man. Solicitors, Messrs. Rooper & Whately, 
London. (See advertisement, July 1, p. iii.) 

July 14.—Messrs. Furper, at the Mart, at 2:—10, Boundary-road, Finchley-road, N.W., 
a tastefully-decorated detached Residence. Solicitors, Messrs Jacksons & Elwell, 
London.—Direct Portland Leases in St. Marylebone Parish, viz., 15, 

10, Buckingham-street, 150, Great Titchfleld-street, 170, Great Titchfield-street. Also 
a Block of Tenements and Three Shops; producing £460 annum. Solicitor, Arthur 
Price, Esq , London. (See advertisemenis, July 1, p. ii. < 

July 14.— Messrs. Sauter, Rex, & Co., at the Mart, at 230 y, in Lots :—Proper- 
ties in Oakley-square, Endsleigh- ens, and Kentish Town. Solicitors, Messrs. 
G. H. Barber & Son, London; and Wiltshire & sons, Great Yarmouth. (See 
advertisement, this week, back page.) 


Result of Sale. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrievp held age tee Fortnightly Sale of Reversions, 
i, an pe Interests on Thursday, when the following prices were realized :— 
To One-e ghth of £15,000; One-thirty-second of £11,800 ... 
An exactly similar Lot on ose ove - eee 
To One-seventh of £15,924 India Stock .., Ped pa 
POLICIES : 
For £3,000 eco eco eos ooo one eee ove 
For £1,400 ose ooo ooo ose ooo e eco 
For £1,000 . oe eve one ove eee 


.. £80ld 900 
oon ooo ” 900 


1,130 


250 
525 
590 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette.—Fripay, June 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep 1x CHANCERY. 

Bury Rocupae ayp OLpHAM Tramway Co, Lumrep— Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 8, to send their names and addresses, and the ——- of their debts and claims. 
to John Coomer and 8 1 Joh , Castl Brett & Co, Man- 
chester, solors for liquidators 

Evecrro-Su.eaur AnD Licut Synpicats, Lumrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Thomas Rodney Wilde, 61}, Fore st 

Hosss Bros, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 27, directed to be heard July 
11. Wells & Sons, Paternoster row, svlors for Notice of appearing must reach 
the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of July 10 

Kiyeston Scuoor Co, Yrovit, Liwirsp—Creditors are required, on or before July 22, to 

their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to ‘Thomas 
Isaac Denman, Bank chmbrs, Yeovil 

Patent Regenerative Furnace Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presen 
direc’ July 11. Bruce & Co, John st, Bedford row, solors for petner. 
pear of appearing reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 

y 10 

Reyxrrew Crusuer Co, Liwrrep (1x Ligurpation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 8, to send their names and addresses, the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Capt Francis Bernard Lawson, 5, Whittington av 

RocapaALE AMATEUR ATHLETIC Grounps, Limirep, Rochdale—Creditors are req > 
on or before Aug 8, to send their names and addresses, and ang of their debts or 
oS Charles Edward Lewis, King st, Rochdale. Os , Rochdale, solor for 
liquidator 

Times Insunance Co, Lourep—Petn for wi ted June 23, directed to be 
heard July 11. Bell & Co, Ormond House, Gt Trinity In, solors for petners. Notice of 

ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 





, Rochdale. 





P) 
J 10 
Ww F Cnces & Co, Luourep, Leeds, Hat and Cap Manufacturers- Creditors are 
required, on or before Aug 1, to send their names and addresses, hee Fy mg 


their debts or claims, to Percy Pemberton, 7, Greek st, Leeds. Wi 
solors for liquidator 
Wicks Rotary Type-Castixe Co, Lumrep—Petn for winding up, presented June =, 
directed to be heard July 11. Ayers, Carey st, Lincoln's inn, solor for petner. Notice 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the of 


ap) 
July 10 
London Gasette.—Turspay, July 4, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep in Cuancery. 
Aptams West Araican Synpicars, Linrrep—Creditors are req 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
Read Smith, 70, Cornhill 
Barrers«a Eupiae Synpicats, Liurrep—Creditors are required 
send their names and addresses, and the partioulors of their 
Charles Brooks, 11 and 12, Clement's In. Baker & Co, 
Desianoorarn Co, Lixirep— Creditors are uired, on 
addresses, their debts or claims, to 


& Co, Leeds, 





names the oe 
Mitchell, Halifax Tyrrel st, Bradford. 


solors for liquidator 
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Eozrrow Suite & Co, Luntrep—Crediters are required, on or before Aug 7, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to alter Frederick 
Flack, Liverpool 

Gewerat Avromatic Detivery Co, Lunren (In Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are 

required, on or before Aug 10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Leslie James Moser, 94, Cannon st" 

Loxpox Paris Sxcuritres Corroratiox, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 15,'to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Andrew Wilson Tait, Basildon House, Moorgate st 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Turspay, July 4. 


Sxittow, THomas, Banstead, Surrey, Farmer AugS Skilton v Skilton, Swinfen Eady, J 
Bell, Salters’ Hall ct, Cannon st 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 30, 


Anpeew, Husert Owes, Northampton, Beer Retailer July 27 Morgan, Northampton 

ASPINALL. JosEPa, Newton le Willows, Lancs, Grocer Augi1 Webster, St Helens 

Batpwis, Tuomas, Wigan, Tarpaulin ‘Manufacturer July 31 Graham, Wigan 

Bottox, Hewry Harcreaves, Newchurch, Lancs, Colliery Proprietor July 31 Parker & 
Ayre, Manchester 

Bruspeet, Hannan, New Brighton, Chester Aug9 Earle & Co, Manchester 

Catcort, Grorce Lance.ot Berkerey, Leighton Buzzard, Beds July 31 Roberts, 


hton Buzzard 
Cauzanp, Jang, Pendleton, Salford A’ Lawson & Co, Manchester 
Castox, Sana Axs Purtuirs, Bo mans, Balham <Augl0 Walker & Co, 
eubald’s rd, Gray’s inn 
Cooke, Awna Marta, Devizes July 24 Smith, Devizes 
Coorze. Tuomas, Congleton, Solicitor Aug 21 Sword & Son, Hanley 
CowxixcHam, James, Liverpool July 31 Bellringer & Co, Liverpool 
Dossor, James, Carlisle July 27 Bendle & Son, Carlisle 
Evans, Epwarp, Withington, Manchester Aug¢il Holt & Co, Manchester 
Gray, Marra SUSANNAH, Taybridge rd, Lavender Hill July 22 Snow & Co, Queen st, 
Cannon st 
Greevaaicn, THomas Bancaort, Horwich, Lancs Aug 1 Holdens & Cannon, Bolton 
Hammonp, Sauvet, Hove, Sussex Augil Eggar, Brighton 
Hawysox, Sir Recivacp, Bryanston sq Aug i0 Drake & Co, Rood In 
Hazeor, Wittiam Evwarp, Oldham, Lanes July 29 Chadwick, Oldham 


more, Somerset 
Horzoyro, Frep, Halifax July 31 Pickles, Halifax 
Hueaes, Wiiu1am Price, Worcester, Solicitor Angi Greenfield & Cracknall, Lancaster 


. Strand 
Ives, Exiza Hareret, Bromley,Licensed Victualler Aug7 Marsh, Fen ct, Fenchurch st | 
James, Grorce Roseert, Hurlingham rd, Fulham Augil0 Nash & Co, Queen st, Cheap- | 


side 
Jursox, Axxz, Newton, nr Middlewich, Chester Aug1 Bygott & Sons, Middlewich 
Lioyp, Jou» Masxixe, North Western Hotel, Euston July 31 Kays & Jones, Norfolk 


st, Strand 
Lowes, Tuomas Hatt. West Hartlepool, Bank Manager July 24 Moore, Sunderland 
Mansmat. L, Joux, Luddenden Foot, nr Halifax,Overlooker Augi Jubb & Co, Halifax 
aiocees. Mary Ava, Connaught pl, Hyde pk Sept 39 Emanuel & Simmonds, 
ary circus 
Ortyen, — Axwsiz, Southsea, Boarding House Proprietress July 29 Allen, Ports- 
mou! 





| Mies, Newson, High st, Plumstead, Engineer Aug 4 Hughes, Woolwich 
| Moorz, Mary, Appersett, nr Hawes, Yorks July 22 Willan, Hawes, RS O 


Hawkes, Hewny, Shoot up hill, Brodesbury Augi2 W A & GA Brown, Lincoln’s inn | Nicuous, Joun, Newton Heath, Manchester, Cotton Manufacturer Aug15 Hankinwnt 


fields } 
Hoxz, Ewma Mary, Cocklake, Wedmore, Somerset Sept 29 Smith & Burrough, Wed- | 


| Parne, Mary Hastings "Aug 8 Chalinder & Heringtcn, Hastings 
| Ropway, James Abert, Bangor, Solicitor Augil Ayrton & Co, Liverpool 


Peexins, Ricnarp., Sion College July 30 Latham & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Prant, Wi1114m, Burslem, Staffs, Engineman July 29 "Hollinshead & Moody, Tunstaly, 


Staffs 

Porter, Sir Neate, St Leonard’s on Sea, KCMG Aug 1 Pemberton & Co, New ¢, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Parss, Bensamin Howarp, Southtown, Gt Yarmouth, Miller July 31 Worship ¢ 
Rising, Gt Yarmou 

Renate, Sir Ricuarp Tempce, Piccadilly July 24 Blount & Co, Albemarle st 

Rince, Henry, Rochester July 22 Hayward & Co, Rochester 

Rirrer, Cueistian, Beckenham Augil0 Howard & Shelton, Moorgate 

Rosinson, Ecce, Burslem, Staffs, Joiner Sept 1 Heaton & Son, Burslem 

Roworts, CHARLES Fonpzs, Hornsey Rise, Printer Sept 1 Gibson & Weldon, 


Chancery In 
oe 5 ge Wituram Jouy, Girton, Cambridge July 31 Whitehead & Todd, 


Sxizeeck, Wi1i11M, Surbiton Hill Aug 31 Clayton & Co, Lancaster pl, Strand 

Toms, Emity Louisa, The Sandbanks, nr Poole Aug 12 Vandercom & Co, Bush Jn 
WHit£Ley, Greorae, *Shibden, Halifax Augil Jubb & Co, Halifax 

Witurams, Wiit14m, Whiston, Lancs, Workhouse Master "Aug 1 Riley & Co, St Heley 
Wimor, Joun, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer Aug 7 Gale & Easton, Hull 


London Gazette.—Tuxrsvay, July 4. 


ALLEN, Jouy, St Annes on the Sea, Lancs July 22 Mercer, Manchester 

Bakker, Atpegt Epwarp, Teddington Aug5 Venn & Woodcock, High Holborn 

Barrett, Corne.ivs Caries, Maidstone, Grocer July 22 Stephens & Urmston, 
tone 

Bearps_ey, FxEeperioK, Ilkeston, Estate Agent July 15 Thorpe, Ilkeston 

BELLMAN, ARTHUR Horatio, Gislingham, Suffolk July 31 Lawton & Co, Ipswich 

Be.iman, HELEN Frances, Gislingham, Suffolk July 31 Lawton & Co, Ipswich 

Boaue, Errievp, Sherborne, Dorset Augl Ffooks & Douglas, Sherborne 

Bressey, Jonny, Bournemouth July 31 snow & Co, Gt St ‘Thomas Apostle 

Browye, CHar.es, Kew Gardens, Physican Aug20 Baker & Nairne, Crosby sq 

Curwoop, Wit.1am, Tiverton, Devon Augl Dayman & Fisher, Tiverton 

Daysy, Wituiam, sen, Northallerton, Yorks, Farmer July 15 Jetferson & Son, 


Northallerton 
Dewssory, Ricnarp, Aldridge, Staffs Aug 31 Hall, Walsall 
Epson, James, Ottringham, Holderness, Yorks Aug 1 Park & Son, Hull 
Evays, JouN, ‘Lian: elach, Glam, Farmer Aug5 Strick & Co, Swansea 
Fassoy, Emma Mazion, Belgrave rd July 21 Rye & Evre, Golden sg 
Fisner, CATHERINE, Northwich, Chester Aug8 A&J E Fletcher, {Northwich 
Goopuirrs, Saran EvizaBeTa, Wel n, Herts Aug5 Venn & Woodcock, High Holborn: 
Gow anD, Joun Maagsu, Skelton in C! eveland, Yorks Aug 31 Carrick, Stokesley 
Hanson, Wit.1am Day, Penpont, Bideford, Devon Aug5 Hanson, Swansea 
Hesirace, Euiza, West st, Upper St Martin’s In July 17 Lloyd & Co, Cranbourne d, 
Charing Cross 
Heeitace, CHARLES Francis, West st, Upper St Martin’sln July 17 Lloyd & Co, Gm 
bourne st, Charing Cross rd 
Menerrense, Rev Witu1am Watton, Bath Aug 16 Burne & Wykes, Lincoln’s im 
fiel 














Humpaery, Joux, New Romney, Kent July8 Hallett & Co, Ashford, Kent 
Mavte, Henry, scarborough Sept1 Cook & Fowler, Scarboroug h 







Son, Manchester 
Ocusenbern, Resecca Hannan, Alwyne villas, Canonbury July 31 Macarthur é 
Cheverton, King st, Cheapside 










Rusaworts, Joseru, Rochdale Aug5 Standring & Co, Rochdale 

Saw, WALTER Samvec, mg Durham, Painter Aug5 Ferrier, HartJepool 

Simpson, Jeremrau, Cheetham, chester July 29 Heath & Sons, Manchester 

Biaursox, Ropinson Henry, Clarence Gate gdns, Regent’s Park July 15 Garland, Ques 
ictoria st 

Sours, Tuomas, Birley, nr Hackenthorpe, Derby, Farmer July 26 Howe, Sheffield 

| Turner, Many Any, Creeting All Saints, Suffolk July 31 Lawton & Co, ‘Tpswich 

Vatry, Ropeat Hakgais, Newbury, Berks Augl1 Valpy & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

Viv —/, ae ed Wi..iam, Brondesbury villas, Kilburn Aug 15 Tamplin & Co, Fe 
urch st 

Wa ker, Joun, Sparkhill, Worcester Augi2 Jeffrey & Co, Birmingham 

WEnEER, Feuix Hussey, Glvn Dderwen, nr Swansea Aug5d Strick & Co, Swansea 

Woops, Heyry, Blackburn, Beerseller “aug 10 Reddish, Blackburn 






















Pet June 2 Ord J 





Lixpizy, Berxarp, Boughton, Notts, Carter Nottingham | Wateruousz, E R, Oldbury, eset, Baker Wat 
une 28 


Bromwich Pet I une 15 Ord June 28 




















Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fauivay, June 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bowss, Epwis, Attercliffe, Sheffield, Cycle Agent Sheffield 
Pet June 20 Ord June 27 


June27 Ord Jane 27 


Borier, Caaries. Grove rd, Bow, Builder High Court 


Pet April 19 Ord June 27 
Brosave, James Levy, Maidstone, Bootmaker Maidstone 
Pet June 26 Ord Jane 28 
Coxzmacx, Dastet Camppett, Manchester Manchester Pet 
June 22 Ord June 22 
Davis, A, Upper North st ate Tobacconist High Court 
Pet June 14 Ord June 27 
Davies, Garrrita Rees, Lianerfyl, Montgomery, Hotel 
P Newtown Pet June 10 Ord June 28 
Dawson, A G,and Hzesey Swixszetos, Fenton, Trentham, 
. Ironmongers Stoke upon Trent Pet June 16 
Ord June 27 
Dug.ey, Tuouas, Knowle. Warwick, Baker Birmingham 
Pe Jone6 Ord June 27 
Evass, Taomss —, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet 
June % Ord June % 
Fispox, Groce, Small Heath, Birmingham, Warwick, 
Machine Dealer Birmingham Pet June 26 
Ord June 2% 


Fouros, Orro, Chiswick, Scientific Experi talist Brent- 
ford Pet June % Ord June 6 

Cue oe een, Grocer Carmarthen Pet June 2 

Hest, am, O14 Trafford, Lancs, Burveyor Salford 
Pa Janes Ord June 26 

Jozzs, Daviv, Tyrhelig, Lianarth, Casiigun, Shoemaker 
Carmarthen Pet June 2% O11 Jane & 

Kisacr, Geozrct Joux, Newcastle on “Tyne, Chemist 
Neweastle on Tyne Pat June% Ord June 2% 

Laws, Josern, Seemed, Coal Liverpool Pet 
June % Ord June 

Lavoiwwwat, Nicnoias, Bodinni, Cornwall, Baker Truro 
Pea June Ord June B 





Memaery, Davip Jouw James, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Furniture | Warrier, Ricnarp Joun, Mile End rd, Medical Practitions 


Dealer Tredegar Pet June 28 Ord June 28 


| Mitprep, James, Queen Victoria st, Land Agent High 


Court Pet May 30 Ord June 23 
Mitwarp, Witiram, Aberfan, Merthyr br “ye Painter 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet June 27 Ord June 27 


Baows, Joux Cuatuam, Harrogate, Coal Merchant York | Mitcuert, Wittiam Gorpox, Manor pl, Paddington om, 
Pet 


Coach’ Ironmonger High Court Pet May 19 
June 28 

Pgarce, Ricnarp Score, Walthamstow, Coal Merchant 
High Court Pet June3 Ord June 28 

Parties, Samozn Winstons, Senghenydd, nr Caerphilly 
— Newsagent Pontypridd et June 28 Ord 
une 

Pym, Avetine Mary Gamuter, St cong Ae East Molesey 
High Court Pet June 2 Ord June 28 

Bees, Wiitiam, Briton Ferry, Glam, Haulier Aberavon 
Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

Ricuargpson, Jasper Psp Strand High Court Pet May 
25 Ord June 2 

Ricwagpson, Joseru, Palace st, Buckingham Palace rd, 
Auctioneer High Court Pet April 27 Ord June 28 

Ropisson, Geonoe Steraes, Gloucester,Grocer Gloucester 
Pet June 26 Ord June 26 


| Rooeas, Taomas, Manchester, Plumbers’ General Merchant 


Manchester Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

Suzretone, Awwiz, Amner rd, Clapham Common, Grocery 
Dealer High Court Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

Sroxes, Farvenicn Wittiam, Crawley, Sussex, Auctioneer 
Brighton Pet May 30 Ord June 21 

Tayion, Georore Wittiam, Gloucester, Saddler Gloucester 
Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Taxoponipes, Leowtpas, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, 
Cigar Dealer Manchester Pet June 8 Ord June 23 

Tuourson, Tuomas Jons, Church Stretton, Salop, Painter 
Shrewsbury Pet June 26 Ord June 2% 

Wave, Sauver Casr. Gt Yarmouth, Beerh cpepouss Menger Gt 
Yarmouth Pet June 2 Ord June 

Warton, Wavren Baxenvace a, *Tinplate Worker 
Halifax Pet June 26 Ord June 

ware Ric roan, 5 isms , +e Manchester 

‘et Ma 


High Court Pet June 2s Ord June 28 

Wisore. Ovor, Sheffield, Tailor Sheffield Pet June 2 
Ord June 27 

Wooos, Joun. Wollaston, Northampton, Grocer Nort 
ampton Pet June 27 Ord June v7 

Wyatt, Joux Richagp, Wolverhampton, Refreshmatt 
_— Keeper Wolverhampton Pet June 26 Oni 

une 26 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Anpersoy, WittiAm Henry, Bewdley, Worcester, 
Ageot July l0at3 Of Rec, 199, Wolverhampton & 


udley 
Bate, James, Little London, Willenhall, Fruiterer J 
11 at 11.80 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Braorugerron, Joan Atvarp, Leena a ¥F ey Ju 
= = 11.45 Me CJ Parris, 64, High st, 


Brown, Joun Cuatuam, Harrogate, Coal Merchant Jal 

oN aad Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe 
or 

Burier, Caar.es, Grove rd, Bow, Builder July atl 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Byorave, Janes Levy, Maidstone, Bootmaker July 
ll 9, King st, Maidstone 

Cunisttax, Francis Mitts, Gt Grimsby, Pris 
Machinist July 11 * 11 Off Rec, 8t Mary’s chim 
Gt Grimsby 

Connwapeer, SAMUEL, Pembridge, Hereford, Farmer 
10at10 4, Corn sq, Leominster 

Cormack, Dawien Campnu.y, Manchester July 8 at il 
Res, Byrom st, Manchester 

Davius, A, cae North st, Poplar, Tobacconist July 
at 12 ruptey bldga, Carey st 

Davies, Guirvirun Rees, Lianerfyl, Montgomery, 4 
Proprietor July 12 ‘at 12.30 Off Rec, 42, St h 
hill, Shrewsbury 

Gaunes, Henny, Copwe, Grocer July 10 at 12 Of 

g st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Gtasson, Joux, Plasmarl, Swansea, Labourer July ll 

11.30 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
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Gaanan, an, J ames, Upton, Macclesfield, Salesman July 11 at 
12 Off Res, 23, King Edward st, "Macclesfield 

Gascony, Henry, Woburn, Beds, Builder July 11 at 12 
off Rec, Bridge st, t, Northampton 

Hore. Rava, § urham, Seaieager July 12 at 3 
Off Rec, 8. 8, Albert 1 = Middlesbrough 

Hopkins, Manian Mart Ay ton, oy house Keeper 
July 10 at 12 Off os aie — Brighton 

Hest, =< Ola ; Lanes, 8 werd July 10 at 

230 Off aon ” Mancheste 

Josss, ong Tynyreith in, nr ey Meee July 10 at 

tt chmbrs, te row, Chester 

En 1LL1aM, Old Basford, Nottingham, euesistoner 
Julyllat11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, l, Park st, Nottingham 

Kisxur, Grorcz Jous, Newcastle upon Tyne, Chemist 
aly Sat 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st st, Newcastle upon 


ears, LiEWwELtys, Trecynon, Aberdare, Farmer 
July 12 at 11 Off Ree, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, 
Mon 


Macxeyziz, Matrtazw Keppir, and Marcaret GEMMELL 
McKecuyiz, Eastbourne, Photographic Dealers July 
liat2.45 County Court Office, seaside rd, Eastbourne 

Maxsox, Wi1tL1aM, Scarborough, Grocer's Assistant July 

llat4 74. Newborough, Scarborough 

Muiwarp, Witi1am, Aberfan, Merthyr Tydfil, Painter 
July 10 at3 185, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Morris, CHARLES Freperick Joun, Norfolk st, Strand 
July it at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey st 

0’Coxon, Martin, Prestatyn, Flint July 10 at 12 Crypt 
chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Porter, a Garwoop, Lowestoft July 8 at12 Off 

8, King st, Norwich 

Regs. WiLtiaM, Cymmer, Glam, Butcher July 11 at 12 
Off Rec, 31 Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Sarpstone, ANNIE, Amner rd, Clapham Common, Provisicn 
Dealer July 12 at 11 Bankru tey bidgs, Carey st 

Saree, Be Rosert, Swansea, China Dealer July 11 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swanse’ 

SuaLLMan. Jon, Pensnet , Staffs, Hau ier July 1l0atil Off 
Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, Dudky 

Surts, ANDREW Tromas, and ArTHuR Wnsce, Liverpool, 
‘Tinplate = July 12at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria 
st, Liverpool 

Suu, Frep, Coventry, Wheelwright July 10 at 12 Off 
Ree, 8, High st, Coventry 

TusooRivEs, Lron1pas, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, 
Cigar Dealer July 8 at 11.30 Off Ree, Byrom st, 
Manchester 

Taourson, Tomas Jonny, Church Stretton, Salop, Painter 
July 11 at 10.30 Off Rec, 42, St John’s hill, Shrewsbury 

TaoryLey, Grorce, Ashby de la Z uch, Leicester, Builder 
July 8'at 11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Wa.iey, Henry James, "Samver Wattey, and Wituiam 
Henry Watiry, May Bank, Wolstanton, Builders 
July 8at 11.30 Off Rec, Ki st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Wartoxs, Watters BaxenDALeg, litax, Tinplate Worker 
July 12at 3 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs. Halifax 

Wuserer, Ricuarp Jou, Mile End r@, Medical Practi- 
tioner July 10at230 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Witttaus, CapwaLapr, Pen Ceint, Liavfinnan, Anglesey, 
Farmer July i0 at 2.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 


Wuttams, James Morisey, Rhyl, Flint July 10 at 11.30 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Woovwagp, ALrrep Jounsos, Moston, Manchester, Com- 
mission Agent July 8 at 1030 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Manchester 

Wyatt, Joan Ricuarp, Wolverhampton. Refreshment 
House Keeper July tl at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


augers, Lasse, Tooting, Fishmonger High Court Pet 
une 
5) Fer Pi on go + ed Kensington High Court 
et Apri June 2 
it %, cous a, Harrogate, Coal Merchant York 
et June 2 une 27 
paw, J —_ —. Maidstone, Bootmaker Maidstone 
une une 26 
oe, oe 1. Hairdresser High Court 
et May une 2 
a —* Das B queens, Manchester Manchester 
‘et June 2 une 22 
Davies, Gairvita Rees, Lianerfyl, Montgomery, Hotel 
Proprietor Newtown Pet June 10 Ord June 28 
wee, Anreve, pate, Stuff Merchant Bradford Pet 
une 
site Spouse | Mossas, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet 
une 26 
Fixpox, Groner, Small Heath, Birmingham, Sewing 
ee Dealer Birmingham Pet June 2% Pet 
e 
 — sys ees ip Siantieal, Decorator High 
e y une 26 
Geese, Jou, Contignn, Grocer Carmarthen Pet June 
une 28 
Sages Gaones I Bowanp, East Ham, Essex, Builder High 
e une ¢ 
Haniry, James Mippurron, Smethwick, Staffs, Builder 
Em, wich Pet May 22 Ord June 27 
ah of roa —_ = | sy ~ peammamais Agent High 
‘et. Ap’ uue 
owe, Davin a wy 2 une 26 Ord June 26 _ "7 
u 
Hee, CunisropHer, and Daviv Hvuawrrz, Cheetham, 
= oe Jewellors Manchester Pet June 2 Ord 
Kuavr, Grorce Jonn, Newcastle on e, Chemist 
y. eweastle upon Tyne Pet June 26 Ord June 26 
re pee, laverpecl. Coal Merchant Liverpool 
e une 
Lat) Benxanv, Boughton, Notts, Carter Nottingham 
un 
Macenvzie, Marrurw Keppieg, and Maroarrt Gruxein 
© Keacintn, a mame aaa, of Dealers 
‘et June une 27 
Mewnery, Davin Joun Jauns, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Furniture 
er Tredegar Pet June 2s Ord 


Mitwarp, Wituam, Aberfan, er 7 Tydfil, Painter 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Jane 2 Ord 

O'Connor, — Prestatyn, Flint atl Pet May 27 
Ord June 27 

Purse, Samurt Wixston, Senghenydd, or Caerphilly, 
; yy eae Pontypridd Pet June 28 Ord 
une 

Reep, Witiiam Tuomas w-¥" Market pl, oe. Pork 
Butcher h Court Pet June9 Ord June 

Rees, W11114m, Giant's oe Briton Ferry, Glam, *raulier 
Aberavon PetJune 28 Ord June 28 

Rostnson, Georce STePaen, a Grocer Gloucester 
Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

Roskittiy, CHARLES, — Hotel Proprietor Brighton 
Pet May 3 June 

Rucker, anes Di 

Court 


h st, Financier 
Pet June 2 Ora June 28 

Suerstone, Anniz, Aroner rd, Clapham Guna, Grocer 
High Court Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

Srronc, CHartes Henry, Yate, Glog, Baker Bristol Pet 
June 3 Ord June 27 

Tay.or, Gzorce Witu.1am, Gloucester, Seddler Gloucester 
Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Taropvoripes, Lronipas, Manchester, Cigar Dealer Man- 
chester PetJune8 Ord June 26 

Wane, Samvet Crise, Gt Yarmouth, + cc Keeper Gt 
Yarmouth Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

Watton, Water Baxenpace, Halifax, Tinplate Worker 
Halifax Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

Wasseit, Ricnarp, Longsight, Manchester Manchester 
Pet May 22 Ord June 24 

Waee ter, Ricnarp Jony, Mile Eod rd, Medical Practi- 
tioner High Court Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

Wot rr, —— Salisbury House, London wall High 
Court Pet May11 Ord June 26 

Woops, Jouy. Wollaston, aepeometen, Grocer North- 
ampton Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Wrvatt, Joun Ricuagp. Horseley Fields, Wolverhampton, 
Refreshment house Keeper ‘Wolverhampton Pet June 
26 Ord June 26 


London Gazette.—Turspay, July 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
a um, Zeme, Se sent, Leeds, Coal Dealer Leeds Pet 


Suan gy Fee. — mth, Boot Repairer Luton 
Pet June 30 Ord Jun 

quan Samus. Smrru, Liscard, Chester, Oil Merchant 
Liverpool Pet June 30 Ord Tune 30 

Crosstey, Firtu, and Witire Crosstry, Clayton. 
> aye wners Bradford Pet June 30 ‘ord 
une 

Drv ey ALEXANDER, Pangbourne, Schoolmaster Reading 

et May 19 Ord June 30 

Fietcuer, Witt1amM, Havant, Hants, Corset Manufacturer 
Portsmouth Pet July1 *Ord July 1 

GARNETT, — Leeds, Cloth Merchant Leeds Pet 
June3 Ord June 28 

Green, Artsur, Bradford, Manchester, Coal Dealer 
Manchester Pet June29 Ord June 29 

Grice, Tomas, Liverpool, Auctioneer Liverpool Pet 
June9 Ord June 30 


Hoimes, Francis Turovore J —_, June. cre, 
erchant Plym Pet J Ord June 30 
Jonrs, THomas, Middlesbrough, lie, Middlesbrough 
Pet Jone 29 Ord June 29 
a +p , Selby, Commission Agent York Pet June 


MatrTHEws, F wanted Henry Burman, Bedford rd, Clapham, 
Clerk High Court Pet July1 Ord Ee 1 

Recxes, Eangst, Ni Darlington, H Stockton on 
Tees Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

Ricparpson, Josera, Woodhall Spa, Lincs, Bookseller 

incoln Pet June30 Ord June 30 

Ricaarpson, Witi1am Norris, Leire, Leicester, Painter 
Leicester Pet July1 Ord July1 

Snares, Jouxn Witwiiam, Severus rd, Ord July Junction, 
Butcher High Court Pet July1 O eae > a 

Sronr, Jack, Swallow st, Regent st, 

urt Pet June7 Ord June 29 

TayYLor, ———— Westgate Hill, Bradford, pate Agent’s 
Clerk Dewsbury Pet June 20 urd J 

Tueopatps, WILLIAM, Budge row, Architect. High Court 
Pet June 7 Ord June 29 

Tuomasson, W1LL14M, Stalmine, nr Poulton je Fylde, Lancs, 
Licensed Victualler Preston Pet June 19 Ord June 30 

Tuoxrre, Henry, Woodhouse, Sheffield, Butcher Sheffield 
Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

Torrennam, Freperick Wituam Lorrvs, tagu pl, 
Bryanston sq High Court Pet April 1 ww oat Sine as 

Wrisscerser, Perer, Chatsworth a agen, Baker High 
Court Pet June5 Ord June 29 


Amended notice substituted for that pained t in the 
London Gazette of June 30 


Lippicorr, Seementas, a Cornwall, Baker 
Pet June 24 Ord J 


pate oo 


Beswick, Harry, Shaw Heath, Stockport, Butcher July 
13 at 11.30 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market 31, Stock- 


port 
Bonner, Joun, Armley, Leeds, Coal Dealer July 12 at 12 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds — 
Brown, Groner W1itt1aM, . Lincs, Grocer July 
12 at 11 Off Rec, St Mary's ee Gt Grim: 
CuRrIsporHRR, Epuuxp Coutson, ford, Fruiterer July 14 
o at3 14, row D July 
LARKE, Any, Rhayader, Radnor, pow uly 14 at 1 
Lianerch Hotel, Llandrindod W: 
aes Samvuew Surrn, Liscard, on tess July 12 at 
Off Reo, 85, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Guin, Friars, ‘and Wiuue Crossixy, Clayton, nr 
Braaford, Quarry Owners July 14 at 3 of Ree, 2, 


Tyrrel st, Bradford 
Exron, Brrxanp, Clevedon, Somerset, Ironfounder July 27 
ati2 191, at, 
, Jobbing 


F J, 





Truro 


der July 14 at 2 





Enxspren, Taomas, 
off Ree, 86, Princes st, Ipswich 





Evans, Taomas Morris, Swansea, Grocer July 13 at 11.45 
Off , 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Exyon, Jonx, Llandudno, Draper July 12 at 12 Crypt 
chmbrs, Eastgate , Chester ; 

Fixpox, Groner, Small . Birmingham. Furnitare 
Dealer Jul: ‘la at 11 191, 

Forp, Henry Rade Ringmer, nr Lewes, 
13 at 10.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 


Cones Epwix, Leeds, Cloth Merchant July 12 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
——- Joun. Cardigan, Grocer July 12at3 Off Ree, 4, 
Carmarthen 


ueen st, 
7, Aston. Warwick, Draper July 12 at 12 
1 , Corporation , Birming ham 
Haart, Awnwtz, Shorter’s ct, Throgmorton st July 14 at 11 
bldgs, st 
Hitcueys, J. 1Lu1am Hitcuens, Penzance, 
Painters Ca 
Kentish ahr yy Dairyman 


bidgs, Care 
. Coal Agent July ldati2 Off 
verpool 


AMES, and 
July 14 at 12 
Hopasor, Las Lawford rd, 


12 Bankra 


Jounsoy, Gzonce Henry, Farm Labourer 


Burnley, Lancs 
July 13 at 11 Oe ane 14, Chapel st, Preston 
avip, Lianarth, Csrdigan, Shoemaker July 12 at 
20, Off Ree, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen om 
‘orks, Farmer 
Wouse, Northallerton 


——-? 


me , Hegseet Steruex, 
July 24 at 11.30 


Lestie, GERALD oe 
L Engi r_ Joly 12 at It Bankruptcy sy A 
IDpDICcOAT, NicHoLas, Bodmin, Corneal. B er 
at12 Off —_— ~~ st, Truro 
Luuey, Percy, Selby, Yorks, Commission ~4 July 17 
at3 Off Rec, Red Yam Duncombe pl, 


Mackury, Atrrep Grorce, Liverpool, Suter July 12 
at3 Pw Liverpool 


eC, 
Mea, James “Witson Machinery Broker 
July 12 at 12.30 Off Ree 35 » Victoria et, Liverpool 
em, ee Se Deptford, ae Victualler 
y 14at ruptey bidgs, Carey 
Memsery, Davip Joun James, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Furniture 
July 13ati2 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
O’Brizex, Wiiuam, N 
July 13 at 11 ‘Off Ree, County chmbrs, Market pl, 
Parker, IRE ek yl Southfields, Wandsworth, Pro- 
fessor of uly 13 at 11.30 24, Railway app, 


Station rd, Walthamstow, Coal 
erchant July 13 at 11 


st 
Parturs, SamvueL Wixston, Senghen: <x es Ca a 
Glam, Ni July 12 at 12 185, High st, Merthyr 


Pym, some | Sone Gamerer, St Mary's, East Moseley, 
Suly 12 12 Bankru bidgs, Carey st 

Quan fl My es, 
18 at 11.30 bidgs, Carey st 

Ricwagpson, Josepn, st, Buckingham Palace rd, 
Auctioneer July 12at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey at 


a LE 


Fosem. on Bridge Scorz 
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Rosixson, Georce Sterne, Gloucester, Grocer July 13 | 
at12 Off Ree, Station rd, Gloucester 

SHErHERDSON, Wit um, Withernsea, Yorks July 12 at n | 
Off Kee, I'rinity House ln, Hull 

Taytor, Wi_reep, Westgate Hill, Bradford, Estate Agent's 
Clerk July 12 at 10.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corpora- 
tion st, Dewsbury 

Turnea, Tuomas, Kingston upon Hull, Street Contractor 
July 12at12 Off Kec, Trinity House In, Hull 

Wank, Samvet Crisp, Gt Yarmouth, Beerhouse Keeper 
Aug 1 at 10.30 Mr Lovewell Blake;South Quay, Gt 
Yarmou' 

Warp, Fraxk, Helmsley, Yorks, Saddler July 24 at 11.30 
Court House, Northallerton 

Wasse.., Ricnarp, —S Manchester July 12 at 2.30 
Off Kec, Byrom st, Manchester | 

Watsos, WILLIAM "Eenest, Edgbaston, Birmingham, 
Pi e Maker July 12 at 11 191, Corporation | 
st, 


Birmingham 
Wruians, Evan, Denbigh, Licensed Victualler July 12 at 
12.30 chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester | 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bowyer, Joun, Armley, Leeds, Coal Dealer Leeds Pet 
June 28 Ord June 28 

Crosstzy, Fiero, and Witz Crosstey, Clayton, nr | 

ry men Quarry Owners Bradford Pet June 30 

Or 

Green, Antuur, Bradford, Manchester, Coal Dealer Man- 
chester Pet June29 Ord June 29 

Home, Grorce, Broadgreen, —- Coal Agent Liver- | 
pool Pet Junel7 Ord July 1 

Hotes, Francis Tuzopore Joux, Plymouth, Provision 
Merchant Plymouth Pet June30 Ord June 30 | 

Howarp, Wiuiiam, Askew rd, Shepherd’s Bush High 
Court Pet May 9 Ord July 1 

Jones, Taomas, Middlesbrough, bee Middles- | 
brough Pet June 29 Ord Jun i 

Lippicoat, Nicuoias, Bodmin, + Baker Truro 
Pet June 24 Ord June 30 

Luavey, Percy, Selby, Yorks, Commission Agent York | 
Pet June 30 Ord June 30 | 

Martrezws, Groncr Genry Buemay, oa duly ‘ Clapham, 
Clerk h Court Pet July1 Ord J 

Mayowe.t, C W M, Devonport Piymoeth” Pet April 15 

rd June 30 

Neirses, Atpopn, Shaftesbury ams Photographer High 
Comt Pet May 15 Ord July1 

Patcast, CHarzes, Albion rd, stoke Newington, Licensed | 
Vic.ualler Edmonton Pet May 18 Ord June 30 | 

Pagnevt, Wittiam Cuanes, Ferndown, Dorset Poole Pet | 
May 31 Ord June 30 | 

Perkiss, James Watt, Edgware 8t Albans 
Ord June 30 

Reckex, Ernest, Neasham, Darlington, Hind Stockton on 
Tees Pet June 29 Ord June 2¥ 

Ricuagpson, Joszrn, Woodhall Spa, Lincs, Bookseller 
Lincoln Pet June 39 Ord June 30 

Ricuaspsos, Witi1am Tuomas, Leire, Leicester, Painter 
Leicester Pet July1 Ord July1 

Suarre, Joux Witwiam, Severus rd, Clapham Junction, 
Butcher High Court Pet July1 Orda July1 

Srersens, Atrzep, Billingsgate bidgs, Lower Thames st, 
Carman High ‘Court Pet May 23 Ord June 29 

Scoarmas, Samuzrt, Bury, Lancs, Jeweller Bolton Pet 
May Ord June 29 

nnd Hewry, Woodhouse, , aatield, Butcher Sheffield 
Pet June 29 Ord June 2 

Varrsio, Givi10, Moor st, Soho, Provision Dealer High 
Court Pet May 26 Ord June 29 

Watrtox, Cuaries Coxzap, Joun Ernest Watror, ard 
Sazan Bearuice Wattos, Sunderland, Jewellers 
Sunderland Pet May8 Ord June 30 


Amended notice substituted for that — in the 
London Gazette of June 9 


Wurtz, Jonx Agtuvun, Middlesbrough Middlesbrough 
Pet June7 Ord June7 


Pet Aug 31 | 
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IN ADVANCE: SoLicrrors’ JOURNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 523s., 
post-free. SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL only, 26s. ; 
Country, 288. ; Foreign, 30s.4d. WEEKLY 
REPORTER, in Wrapper, 268.; Country or 


‘LA JURISPRUDENCE 
INTERNATIONALE. 


LONDON OFFICE: 


203, STRAND, 


The Continental Law Agency in connection with this 
publication provides advice or information on any matter 
coming under the jurisdiction of the Courts of Law in 
Continental and Foreign Countries. Central Offices: Paris. 


Leading Advocates retained and instructed, Counsel’s 
| Opinion obtained 


on Cases, Searches, Registrations, 
Examination of Witnesses on Commission, Evidence Col- 
lected by reliable Police Ex-officials. 

Legal Proceedings Conducted ia all Courts. 


Agents (qualified practitioners of all nations) in every town 
throughout Europe, 


TELEPHONE: 11716 CENTRAL. 


Correspondence in All Languages. 


[ AW. — GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
a 2% 5 per cent. will be taken off the following 





| writing charges 


Abstracts Copied 
Briefs and Drafts 


pies per foli 
PAPER. —Foolscap, 1d. “per ‘sheet; Draft, 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 


KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.U. 
OARD-ROOM TABLE for SALE, 
mahogany, with leather top and drawers; size 8ft. 

by 4ft. 6in.; also Remington Typewriter. — Apply C. 


Rawiey Cross & Co., Lichester House, Uxbridge-road 
Station, W. 


ADY DETECTIVE, educated, experienced, 
Undertakes Private and Confidential In quiries; Divorce, 
Commercial, &c.; strict integrity ; moderate fees ; ‘male and 


female assistants.—Miss Easton, 241, Shaftesbury-avenue, 
(two doors from) New Oxford-street. 


BRAND’S 
ESSENCE 


BEEF, 


ALSO OF 


CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL, 
INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of Invalid Preparations free on 
application to 














Foreign, 28s. 


BRAND & CO., Ltd.. MAYFAIR, W. 





( SNERAL REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 
No. 26 PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
(Removep From 5 WHITEHALL.) 


Estublisk ed 1836, and further empowered by Special Aet of 
Parliament, 14 & 15 Vict. c. 130. 


Share and Debenture Capital 


Reversions Purchased on favour?ble terms. Loans on 
Reversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 
charges. Policies Purchased. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY _ 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro. 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED o 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized. 
Cc. H. CLAYTON, 
F. H. CLAYTON, 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(EsTaBLisHED 1828), 
Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, 2637,526. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


£619,870, 





Joint 








19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 
2#162,000. 


ADELAIDE PLACE, 
Assets - -# # 


CHAIRMAN 
Siz — WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Bazr,, J.P., 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, B.C. 

Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build, or 
Improve Freehold, Leasehold, or a Property. 

Borrowers Interest 4 per "cent. onthly repa: 
which include Principal, Premium, and Tateest 2 
£100: 10 years, £1 1s. 1d.; 12 years, 18s. 4d.; ib peara, atl, 
18 years, 14s. 2d.; 21 years, 12s. lid. Survey Fee to £500, 


Prospectus free of FREDERICK LONG, Manager 





PHENIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


PHGNIX FIRE OFFICE, 


ESTABLISHED 1782. 
19, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, Londos, 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured fre of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 





ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION. 
The most interesting, instructive, and inexpensive 
form of Entertainment in London. 
Heroes of 
Port Arthur, 


Heroes of 


1G 
GENERAL STOESSEL. 
MADAME TUSSAUD’S ROUMANIAN BAND. 
The Children’s Gallery, Electric ) Railway, Monster Lucky 


Realistic Tab locus. ‘representi 
JACK THE GIANT KILLER. 
rr The late Mr. DAN LENO. 
Admission, 1s. 








Va i i) 7 





——"Tarws ) 


-PROBAT | EVALUAT (IONS) 





= Members of the LEGAL PROFESSION 


are respectfully requested to kindly Recom- 


mend eur Firm te Executors and 
requiring Valuations. 


others 


ESTABLISHED 1772. 


SPINK & SoNf 


1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, E.C., and 17 & 18, rea 
LONDON, W. 





Children under 12, 6d. Open 10 till 10. 


19, L 


Suit 
THE 


Ho 


LEC 


FETEriia? 


FF 


